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The Cement draft environmental assessment was issued for public comment in May 
2003.  More than 400 comments were received.  Comments were divided into three 
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1. Form letters or form e-mails. 
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or form e-mails. 

3. Original letters requiring response. 
 

Category 1. Form Letters ................................................................................................ 2 
Form Letter #1 Comments and Forest Service Responses ......................................... 2 
Form Letter #1 Respondents....................................................................................... 3 
Form Letter #2 Comments and Forest Service Responses ......................................... 5 
Form Letter #2 Respondents....................................................................................... 6 
Form Letter #3 Comments and Forest Service Responses ......................................... 8 
Form Letter #3 Respondents....................................................................................... 8 

Category 2. Comments Not Requiring a Response ...................................................... 24 
Category 3. Original Letters Requiring Response ........................................................ 35 

Biodiversity Conservation Alliance.......................................................................... 36 
Black Hills Forest Resource Association................................................................ 118 
Crook County Commissioners................................................................................ 126 
Don Duerr ............................................................................................................... 128 
Native Ecosystems Council (Brian Brademeyer) ................................................... 134 
Native Ecosystems Council (Sara Johnson) ........................................................... 162 
Whitney Nichols/Shannon Noice............................................................................ 172 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society ................................................................................ 176 
Sierra Club .............................................................................................................. 206 
Donald Pay.............................................................................................................. 210 
Michael Bond.......................................................................................................... 214 
Defenders of the Black Hills................................................................................... 218 
Susan Eagle............................................................................................................. 222 
Joy Owen ................................................................................................................ 226 
Kristin Ryan............................................................................................................ 230 
Curtis Ryan ............................................................................................................. 234 
David Seals ............................................................................................................. 238 
John R. Swanson..................................................................................................... 246 
Wes Thompson ....................................................................................................... 248 
The Wilderness Society .......................................................................................... 252 
Wyoming Wilderness Association.......................................................................... 254 



Cement Environmental Assessment   D-2   

Category 1. Form Letters 

Form Letter #1 Comments and Forest Service Responses 
Comment ID Comment Forest Service Response 
1A Please use the boundaries of the 

Sand Creek Roadless Area as 
proposed by conservation groups in 
1991, not the boundaries as 
developed by the Forest Service 
during the Plan revision. 

The Sand Creek Roadless Area 
boundary was set as part of the 1996 
Forest Plan Revision. Changing the 
boundary is outside the scope of this 
analysis. 

1B Please do not log or build roads in the 
Roadless Area and please effectively 
close the Roadless Area to off road 
vehicle use. 

No actions are proposed in the Sand 
Creek Roadless Area. 

1C Please maintain an area on the 
southern side of the roadless area as 
a "primitive buffer", which will receive 
only light management, retaining the 
mature yellow bark pine overstory and 
late successional landscape. 

Management area direction is outside 
the scope of this analysis.  

1D Please protect the wild and pristine 
values within the entire area of the 
Cement Project. 

Wild and pristine may be defined 
differently by different people; the 
project area may appear untouched to 
some, but human activities, including 
timber harvest, have taken place in this 
area for many years. Proposed 
activities would not modify the overall 
character of the area.  

1E Please do not construct new nor 
reconstruct old roads in the entire 
timber sale area. 

Alternative 1 does not include road 
construction or reconstruction. 

1F Please plan for long term trail system 
that allows for development of hiking 
trails in the area which will traverse 
both the Roadless and "primitive 
buffer" area and especially protect 
primitive values along this future trail 
system. 

Trail system planning is outside the 
scope of this analysis. The proposed 
activities would leave open many 
options for any future non-motorized 
trail system in the form unharvested 
stands, visual variety, and reduced 
open road density. 

1G Please protect scenic values along all 
travel corridors leading to the 
Roadless Area. 

Travelways in the project area that lead 
to the Roadless Area include U755 and 
802.1A. No actions are proposed along 
802.1A except road closure.  Timber 
harvest would take place in stands that 
show evidence of past management 
along U755, and this unclassified road 
would be decommissioned. 

1H Please protect at risk plant and 
animal species. 

Effects on threatened, endangered, 
proposed, and sensitive plant and 
animal species are disclosed in EA 
Chapter 3. 

1I Please keep logging out of Section 31 
of T51N, R60W and section 25 of 
T51N, R61W. These are areas that 
were included, as part of the roadless 

See response to comment 1A. 
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Comment ID Comment Forest Service Response 
area, in the conservation community's 
wilderness proposal. Section 31 hosts 
a major trailhead, providing access to 
trails in the roadless area to the north 
and west, and should have been 
included as part of the roadless area 
inventoried by the Forest Service. 

 

Form Letter #1 Respondents 
  
Jean Adams 
1981 State Highway 585 
Sundance WY 82729 
 
Art Anderson 
5110 Bowie Dr. 
Cheyenne WY 82005 
 
Anna K Ball 
PO Box 46 
Piedmont SD 57769 
 
Patricia Ball 
8462 Deerview Rd 
Piedmont SD 57769 
 
Martha Christensen 
University of Wyoming 
mchris@uwyo.edu 
 
Jack R Cole 
Spearfish Canyon [illegible] News 
PO Box 880 
Spearfish SD 57783 
 
Jay Davis 
1123 Northeast Dr 
Rapid City SD 57701 
 
Lisa Duncan 
3645 Jefferson 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
Richard L. Fort 
Action for the Environment 
PO Box 291 
Rapid City SD 57709 
 
John Green 
5601 Brodie Lane Suite 620-210 
Austin TX 78745 
 
 

Steven Hata 
1117 Columbus 
Rapid City SD 57701 
 
Todd Jensen 
412 E Utah St 
Rapid City SD 57701 
 
Nancy Kile 
2614 Moose Dr 
Sturgis SD 57785 
 
George Levin (spelling uncertain) 
820 Tilford St. 
Sturgis SD 57785 
 
Lynn Mammenga 
Spearfish Canyon Preservation Trust 
12 Lincoln Ave 
Deadwood SD 57732 
 
Wally Matorink (spelling uncertain) 
935 E. 6th St. 
Winner SD 57580  
 
Steve McConnell 
308 E Beardsley 
Clarks NE 68628 
 
Carol Merriam (spelling uncertain) 
2247 Cedar Dr. 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
[illegible] Mettler (spelling uncertain) 
23098 Hisega Rd. 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
Claire Mettler (spelling uncertain) 
3262 Franklin 
Rapid City SD 57701 
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Heather Morijah 
4626 Wentworth Dr 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
J.D.Mortimer 
4321 Timberlane Pl. 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
Shirley B. O'Leary 
PO Box 641 
Belle Fourche SD 57717-0641 
 
John M. Reed (spelling uncertain), MD 
13737 47th Ave. W. 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
Ms. Nanci J. Roth 
4112 Timothy St 
Rapid City SD 57702 
 
Wendy Roth 
2018 Eclipse Ave 
Rapid City SD 57703-6604 
 
 
 

The School of Fly Fishing 
Box 352 
Spearfish SD 57783 
 
Linda Tienter 
PO Box 367 
Kadoka SD 57543 
 
Donna Watson 
24 Adams St 
Deadwood SD 57732 
 
Mary Wilson, NEPA Coordinator 
Standing Rock Sioux Tribe 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office 
Administrative Service Center 
Fort Yates ND 58538 
 
Gloria J. Wipuph (spelling uncertain) 
8047 Haas Lane 
Black Hawk SD 57718 
 
Mary Zimmerman 
22435 Jim Creek Lane 
Deadwood SD 57732 
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Form Letter #2 Comments and Forest Service Responses 
Comment ID Comment Forest Service Response 
2A Please stay out of Sand Creek! The 

boundaries of the Sand Creek roadless 
area must be based on the 1991 
citizens' surveys and wilderness 
proposal. Fully protect the Sand Creek 
roadless area within these boundaries. 
Do not log, construct roads, or degrade 
the wilderness in these vital lands. 

See response to comment 1A (p. 2). 

2B Prepare an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Cement timber 
sale. An EIS is the only way to ensure a 
credible and accurate analysis of 
environmental impacts and to ensure 
the wilderness values of the Sand 
Creek roadless area and other natural 
values are not significantly impacted 

The purpose of this analysis is to 
determine whether an EIS is 
necessary. This determination will be 
documented in the Decision Notice. 

2C Protect all rare and imperiled plants and 
animals. Fully protect "sensitive" and 
other rare and imperiled plants and 
animals. Prohibit logging in the habitat 
of "sensitive" and other rare and 
imperiled plants and animals. 

See response to comment 1H (p. 2). 

2D Protect old growth forest habitat. Do not 
log any old growth and protect all 
dense, mature forest to ensure the 
creation of future old growth. 

No treatments are proposed in old 
growth stands in the project area. 
Under both action alternatives, 
thinning is proposed in some dense, 
mature stands for reasons stated on 
EA pp. 7-9. 

2E Protect "interior" forest habitat. Protect 
and restore large "blocks" of mature 
and old growth forest to benefit 
sensitive woodpeckers, forest raptors, 
pine marten, and other species 
dependent on "interior" forest habitat. 

Effects of proposed activities on 
threatened, endangered, proposed, 
sensitive, and management indicator 
species are discussed in EA Chapter 
3. 

2F Protect water quality and soils. Do not 
construct any new roads and reclaim all 
user-created (i.e., illegally created) and 
other unnecessary roads in the timber 
sale area. Fully protect water quality 
and soils from further degradation. 

Effects of proposed activities on soil 
and water are discussed in Chapter 
3 of this analysis. 

2G Protect non-motorized recreational 
opportunities. Disallow off-road vehicle 
use in the Sand Creek roadless area 
and not log along trails and other 
recreational areas. 

Both action alternatives would 
increase non-motorized recreation 
opportunities by closing roads 
currently open to motorized use. 
Motorized vehicles are not permitted 
in the Roadless Area, but illegal use 
occurs. Proposed closures would 
contribute towards keeping 
motorized vehicles out of the 
Roadless Area. There are no 
developed trails or recreation sites in 
the project area.  
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Form Letter #2 Respondents 
  
Jeff & Diane Carter 
9041 Raleigh St. 
Westminster, CO 80031 
JeffL333@aol.com 
 
Miriam Dailey 
448 S Williams 
Sioux Falls, SD 57104 
mimimum@uno.com 
 
H & S Eagle  
mcc@rapidnet.com 
 
Susan Eagle 
Box 120 
Porcupine, SD 57772 
 
Donald Fontenot 
2230 SE Oak St. 
Portland OR 97214 
wildflag@msn.com 
 
Brad Fouke 
bfouke@frontier.net 
 
Jeff Garmon 
jeffgarmon@hotmail.com 
 
Danielle Goodman 
1750 30th Street #323 
Boulder, CO 80301-1036 
 
David Renwick Grant 
Weem Rock Cottage 
Weem, Aberfeldy 
PH15 2LD, Scotland 
dgrant@standsure.freeserve.co.uk 
 
Valerie Jagneaux 
Breaux Bridge, LA 
kenspia@cox-internet.com 
 
Jeanne Koster 
SD Peace & Justice Center 
PO Box 405 
Watertown SD 57201 
sdpjc@dailypost.com 
 
 
 
 

Steven Mandell 
6 Leech St. #2 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55102 
smmandell@hotmail.com 
 
Sylvio Mannel 
sylvio@mannel.com 
 
Paul Moss 
1849 Whitaker Avenue 
White Bear Lake MN 55110 
 
H Jane Nauman 
Box 232 
Custer SD 57730 
hjane232@aol.com 
 
Lois Norrgard 
American Lands Alliance 
10368 Columbus Circle 
Bloomington MN 55420 
l_norrgard@americanlands.org 
 
Billie Jean Reese 
jumpinbeej@aol.com 
 
Leslie Robarge 
Storrs,CT 
leslie@theislands.com 
 
Jane Rodgers 
102 W Hatfield St 
Tucson AZ 85706-5322 
tucsonjane@cox.net 
 
John J. Rosenberger 
j.r0se@lycos.com 
 
Gretchen Rowe 
8 Hingham Cir 
St Paul MN 55118-1921 
rowtoo@mindspring.com 
 
Kristin Ryan 
kristin5@nyc.rr.com 
 
Monica Schmidt 
monica.schmidt@rcas.org 
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Kylie Schultz 
Ft Collins CO 
kai_theartistrunner@hotmail.com 
 
John Scott 
1592 Franklin St 
Denver CO 80218-1625 
great_scott@bigfoot.com 
 
Jay Swift 
fancyshawldancer@yahoo.com 
 
Mizpah Christina Thomas 
1301 East US Highway 24 
Woodland Park CO 80863-9220 
 
Adrian F VanDellen 
48 Campers 
Woodville, TX 75979 
naturmate@earthlink.net 
 
 

Miriam Ward 
Santa Rosa CA 
mward_1947@yahoo.com 
 
Lyn Gaines Whitcomb 
Cheyenne, Wyoming 
deuxfleurs@juno.com 
 
Regina Whitman-Founder 
Desert Cry Wildlife 
Queen Creek, AZ / desertcry@juno.com 
 
Nancy Carringer 
144 Kingsland Circle 
Monmouth Junction, NJ 08852-2534 
 
Barbara E. Rugotzke 
418 E. 25th St. 
Cheyenne, WY 82001 
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Form Letter #3 Comments and Forest Service Responses 
Comment ID Comment Forest Service 

Response 
3A Because of the Black Hills’ ecological significance, I 

urge the Forest Service to respect and fully protect the 
Sand Creek Roadless Area within the boundaries 
established by the 1991 citizens’ surveys and 
wilderness proposal.  The Forest Service should not 
log, construct roads, or degrade the wilderness 
qualities in these vital lands.  We must protect the few 
remaining roadless areas from unnecessary 
destruction. 

See response to 
comment 1A (p. 2). 

3B I believe that the Forest Service should prepare an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Cement 
Timber Sale.  Only an EIS can provide a thorough, 
credible and accurate analysis of environmental 
impacts to the unique resources of this area.  Only an 
EIS can help ensure that wilderness values in the 
Sand Creek Roadless Area and other natural values 
are not significantly impacted.  An environmental 
analysis is grossly inadequate to either task. 

See response to 
comment 2B (p. 5). 

3C Also, please ensure that no logging occurs in the 
habitat of “sensitive” and other rare and imperiled 
plants and animals, in any old growth forest, or in 
dense, mature forests, especially the sensitive interior 
blocks. 

See response to 
comment 2E (p. 5). 

3D Finally, I urge that no new roads be built for logging in 
the timber sale area as these can only damage water 
quality and further degrade soils. 

See response to 
comment 2F (p. 5). 

 
 

Form Letter #3 Respondents 
 
Jan M. Ida 
Omaha, NE 68112 
petmom4@earthlink.net 
 
Janet Ackerman 
15781 Hayes Trail 
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
12akman@msn.com 
 
Lissa Adams 
1309 N. 49th Ave. #4 
Omaha, NE 68132 
lissadaisyadams@msn.com 
 
Linda Ahlers 
PO Box 179 
Lake City, MN 55041 
lahlers@lake-city.k12.mn.us 

 
Diana Allard 
8453 Grand Ave. 
Omaha, NE 68134-3107 
sdallard@msn.com 
 
Ryan Anderson 
248 Birch Dr.  
PO Box 96 
Foley, MN 56329 
andersoncrash@aol.com 
 
Amena Andersson 
541 Unionville Rd. 
Steuben, ME 04680 
inthewoods@nemaine.cc 
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Kevin Armitage 
429 5th St. S. 
Moorhead, MN 56560 
keva1@mail.ku.edu 
 
Donald St. Aubin 
21724 Shallow Lk. Rd. 
Warba, MN 55793-1641 
dstaubin@uslink.net 
 
Katherine Babiak 
99 Bank St. 
NY, NY 10014-2109 
kmbnyc@aol.com 
 
Betty Ball 
Boulder Environmental Activists' Resource 
1520 Euclid Avenue 
Boulder, CO 80302 
rmpjc@earthlink.net 
 
Jane Ball 
3422 Meadow Ln. 
Minnetonka, MN 55345-1134 
jball@fredlaw.com 
 
John S. Barcay 
2608 Highland View Lane 
Burnsville, MN 55337 
john.barcay@ecolab.com 
 
Ian Barker 
5500 Thomas Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55410 
ianbarker@mnyouthsoccer.org 
 
Scott Bates 
225-403 Lake Club Court 
Charlottesville, VA 22902 
scottrbates1@yahoo.com 
 
Noelle Bawek 
10541 Ewing Ave. S. 
Bloomington, MN 55431 
nbawek@mn.rr.com 
 
Martha Baxter 
134 Groveland Terrace 
Minneapolis, MN 55403 
marthabaxtr@yahoo.com 
 
Jesse Bearheart 
8387 Beatty Road 
Cook, MN 55723-8802 
tbear_357@yahoo.com 
 

Michelle Bedard 
yaskwatut@yahoo.com 
 
Kaye Beiswanger 
2130 Como Avenue #206 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
kaye.beiswanger@us.ing.com 
 
Teja Bell 
210 Thomas Lane 
Petaluma, CA 94952-1644 
tejabell@attbi.com 
 
Kim Berg 
C334 Goldfine Hall 
1215 Village Lane 
Duluth, MN 55812 
nordicskier@hotmail.com 
 
Marlene Beyer 
507 2nd Avenue West 
Williston, ND 58801 
mrb@dia.net 
 
Robert Birnstengel 
39382 Cty. 39  
Laporte, MN 56461 
bobbirns@paulbunyan.net 
 
Lori Blauwet 
1725 40th St. NW Apt. 1 
Rochester, MN 55901 
blauwet.lori@mayo.edu 
 
Do Koning-DeBoer 
Duivenkamp 360 
Maarssen, AK 3607 
dorette.fl@hetnet.nl 
 
Jaap DeBoer 
Duivenkamp 360 
Maarssen, AK 3607 
jabikdeboer@hetnet.nl 
 
Mary Bordeaux 
PO Box 1880 
Pine Ridge, SD 57770-1880 
mvbordeaux@hotmail.com 
 
Ingrid Breneman 
595 Chelsea Lane NW 
Rochester, MN 55901 
breneman@iastate.edu 
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Roxanne Brown 
12615 90th Av. NE 
Foley, MN 56329 
elementalclay@webtv.net 
 
Richard L. Brown 
10785 Valley View #418 
Eden Prairie, MN 55344 
dickdor@pro-ns.met 
 
James Brown Jr 
3701 Glendon Avenue 
Unit 3 
Los Angeles, CA 90034 
stingray80@attbi.com 
 
Yvonne Brown 
3105 Clinton Ave. So. 
Minneapolis, MN 55408-3257 
yvonnebrown2188@msn.com 
 
Kerry Burkhardt 
182 Ferndale Avenue 
Kenmore, NY 14217-1018 
muddydog69@hotmail.com 
 
Benjamin Bursell 
1930 James Ave. 
St Paul, MN 55105-1717 
cpr@thelocalbar.com 
 
Judith Carlson 
12521 74th Ave. N. 
Minneapolis, MN 55369 
judie_carlson@cnt.com 
 
Candis Carpenter 
3320 Highcrest Rd. 
St. Anthony, MN 55418 
candisl@attbi.com 
 
Nancy Carringer 
144 Kingsland Circle 
Monmouth Junction, NJ 08852-2534 
ncarringer@yahoo.com 
 
Diane Caspers 
1319 348 Ave. 
Janesville, MN 56048 
dcasper@frontiernet.net 
 
Wendy Cassius 
28 Sheridan Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55405-1934 
wcassius@mninter.net 
 

Susan Cee 
102 2nd St. SE 
Rochester, MN 55904 
ceewaters@aol.com 
 
Gabriel Chavez 
6 Boothbay Cir. 
Madison, WI 53717-2211 
gchavez@madison.k12.wi.us 
 
Roseanne Christian 
2425 Buckingham Road 1-A-South 
Fremont, NE 68025-2448 
tingalaya@msn.com 
 
Azala Christopher 
758 9th Ave. NW 
New Brighton, MN 55112-2605 
azalaksh@yahoo.com 
 
Elaine Clark 
4410 S 147 St. 
Omaha, NE 68137 
laynieb@novia.net 
 
Joe Clay 
6117 Brookview Ave. 
Edina, MN 55424-1909 
joe.marian@juno.com 
 
Jack Clinton 
406 S. 12th St. 
Laramie, WY 82070 
clinton@ac1.k12.wy.us 
 
Adriane Cooper 
PO Box 7 
Hitterdal, MN 56552 
adriane_ross@yahoo.com 
 
Tina Corbett 
987 Gold Creek Rd. 
Sandpoint, ID 83864 
tootoots@hotmail.com 
 
Esther Cover 
PO Box 312 
Ranchester, WY 82839 
ecover@fiberpipe.net 
 
Mandi Crable 
1219 N. 24th 
Billings, MT 59101 
huskker1@yahoo.com 
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Kate Crowley 
82119 Bennett Rd. 
Willow River, MN 55795 
ravenkate49@hotmail.com 
 
Margaret Cullen 
2500 Garfield St. NE 
Minneapolis, MN 55418 
mullen@innovexinc.com 
 
Abby Dahlquist 
545 Lynn Road 
Hutchinson, MN 55350-2851 
asd@mchsi.com 
 
Ena DaSilva 
3063 Stanhope Way 
Sacramento, CA 95833 
enadasilva@sprintmail.com 
 
Joseph A. Delia 
200 Marie Ave. Apt. 406 
South St. Paul, MN 55075-2082 
deljo@juno.com 
 
Susan Deth 
7561 Murray Hill Road Apt. #131 
Columbia, MD 21046-1831 
bloodraven@bigfoot.com 
 
Rebecca Donicht 
58035 State Hwy. 48 
Hinckley, MN 55037 
rdonicht@ecenet.com 
 
Darrell Downs 
327 W. King 
Winona, MN 55987 
darrelldowns@charter.net 
 
Crystal Durham 
3875 NC 65 
Reidsville, NC 27320 
dixiedawn17@cs.com 
 
Debra Dyer 
2510 Marquette Dr. 
St. Cloud, MN 56301-5929 
dfdyerla@yahoo.com 
 
Rick Ensminger 
15789 Highview Dr.  
Apple Valley, MN 55124 
aristos3@yahoo.com 
 
 

Laurie Fahrner 
PO Box 623 
Big Horn, WY 82833-0623 
clifford_929@hotmail.com 
 
Audrey Finkelson 
700 8th St. SW 
Austin, MN 55912 
afinkelson1@charter.net 
 
Irene Firedancer 
626 Lilac Circle 
Fowler, CO 81039 
harmonyfire@hotmail.com 
 
Jonathan Fish 
3601D Highgate Drive 
Durham, NC 27713 
jonnypescador@hotmail.com 
 
Maeve Fitzgerald 
45 Purple Sage Rd. #112 
Rock Springs, WY 82901 
teri_fitzgerald@yahoo.com 
 
Mike Fitzgibbon 
PO Box 171 
Grand Marais, MN 55604 
fitzrhea@hotmail.com 
 
Peter Flaherty 
235 S. 26 
Lincoln, NE 68510 
pflats2003@yahoo.com 
 
Hugo Flaig 
301 S. 5th St., Apt #119 
Mankato, MN 56001-7501 
hugof@hickorytech.net 
 
Mr. Bobbie D. Flowers 
418 West 17th Street, Apt 22A 
New York, NY 10011-5826 
bobbieflowers@yahoo.com 
 
Jane Fosse 
1161 Lealand Rd. 
Maplewood, MN 55109-2456 
rfosse@attbi.com 
 
Dominic Frecentese 
518 Liberty Parkway 
Stillwater, MN 55082 
dfrecentese@stpaulrad.com 
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Chris Freeland 
1503 28th Ave. Place 
Greeley, CO 80634 
freeland42@hotmail.com 
 
Sarah Fritts 
715 Minnesota Ave. 
Owatonna, MN 55060 
iamsarahf@hotmail.com 
 
Monica Frytak 
6106 70th St. SW 
Rochester, MN 55902-2436 
monicamf@msn.com 
 
John Fylpaa 
4326 Trillium Ct. NE 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
trillium@paulbunyan.net 
 
Joseph Galluzzi 
1521 Crest Drive 
Chaska, MN 55318-1713 
wintercore@earthlink.net 
 
Diane Garetz 
4009 W. 31st St. #6 
Minneapolis, MN 55416-4162 
storyteller4@juno.com 
 
Erin Garret 
104 E. 32nd St. 
Baltimore, MD 21218 
erin.m.garrett@juno.com 
 
Sam Garst 
5500 Yorktown Lane N.. 
Plymouth, MN 55442 
samgarst@aol.com 
 
Abbey Gaterud 
34402 15th St. 
Janesville, MN 56048 
agaterud@lclark.edu 
 
Dawn Gates 
2631 France Ave. N. 
Robbinsdale, MN 55422 
g4619@aol.com 
 
Cathy Geist 
3428 34th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
geistca@mctc.mnscu.edu 
 
 

John Gigrich 
5308 Morgan Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55419-1051 
jg@pro-ns.net 
 
Patrick Goetz 
6721 S. 75th Ave. 
Omaha, NE 68127-4327 
isbub@cox.net 
 
Connie Golden 
1712 Franklin St. 
Bellevue, NE 68005 
cdgolden@hotmail.com 
 
Cory Golden 
7638 Windbridge Dr. #116 
Sacramento, CA 95831 
cj_golden@yahoo.com 
 
Charlotte Gonzalez 
1106 Wambli 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
char1otte2@hotmail.com 
 
Will Goodard 
PO Box 213 
Marine-On-Saint-Croix, MN 55047-0213 
wlgod@earthlink.net 
 
Alpa Goswami 
903 22nd Ave. SE 
Minneapolis, MN 55414 
alpa@tartanmarketing.com 
 
Maggie Gramling 
228 Dove Trl. 
Bowling Green, KY 42101 
maggiegramling@yahoo.com 
 
Jeri Grant-Miller 
16805 12th Ave. N. 
Plymouth, MN 55447 
gregjeri@attbi.com 
 
Zoe Graul 
PO Box 321 
Avon, MN 56310 
zoecreates@juno.com 
 
Margaret Green 
3937 Orchid Lane N. 
Plymouth, MN 55446 
lsic@attbi.com 
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Nils Grenn 
2995 Stonewall Place 
Sanford, FL 32773 
ctysark@yahoo.com 
 
Diane Grinde 
1041 Madison St.  
Anoka, MN 55303-2658 
dmgrinde@yahoo.com 
 
Shelly Grow 
4857 Emerson Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55409 
shellygrow@yahoo.com 
 
Caryl Guisinger 
RR 1 Box 4 
Belgrade, NE 68623 
yl@designinsight.net 
 
Terry W Haagenson 
RR 1 Box 103 
Chatfield, MN 55923 
hogie9@juno.com 
 
Paula Hance 
7724 Shingle Creek Drive 
Brooklyn Park, MN 55443-2940 
peekay72@juno.com 
 
Clyde Hanson 
4038 Cascade Beach Road 
Lutsen, MN 55612 
clyde.hanson@sierraclub.org 
 
Ann Harjes 
51-429 Maumauluukaa St. 
Kaaawa, HI 96730 
annharjes@yahoo.ie 
 
Rene' Harper 
2492 N. 47th Ave. 
Omaha, NE 68104 
srsharper@aol.com 
 
Ron Harrell 
4636 Island View Dr. 
Oshkosh, WI 54901 
rharrell@new.rr.com 
 
Arielle Hart 
1500 LaSalle Avenue #416 
Minneapolis, MN 55403 
frasokerti@hotmail.com 
 
 

Jon Hatanpa 
12901 Overlook Rd. 
Dayton, MN 55327 
jhatanpa@II.doc.state.mn.us 
 
Bob Haugen 
5813 36th Ave. N. 
Crystal, MN 55422 
waymarbob@aol.com 
 
Evan and Elaine Hazard 
2403 Calihan NE 
Bemidji, MN 56601-2335 
eehazard@paulbunyan.net 
 
Julia Helkenn 
10242 Moore Lane 
Eden Prairie, MN 55347 
helkj01@whale-mail.com 
 
Whitney Helms 
301 Copper Oaks Trail 
Woodbury, MN 55125 
whittmh@aol.com 
 
Linda Hendrickson 
1944 150th St. 
Canby, MN 56220-2242 
stormylin24@hotmail.com 
 
Teresa Henson 
1321 W. 4th 
Mitchell, SD 57301-2314 
ringois@msn.com 
 
Betty Herner 
9087 Prospect Road 
Strongsville, OH 44149 
kitrynak@aol.com 
 
William L. Herzberg 
9222 Birch Lake Rd. 
Ely, MN 55731 
electra@cpinternet.com 
 
Joel Heskin 
PO Box 270632 
St. Paul, MN 55127-0632 
ecofoto@planet-save 
 
Gerald A. Heuer 
1216 Elm St. S. 
Moorhead, MN 56560 
gaheuer30@juno.com 
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Nancy Hilding 
6300 West Elm 
Black Hawk, SD 57718 
nhilshat@rapidnet.com 
 
Pat Hippert 
512 8th Ave. S. 
Saint James, MN 56081-1921 
lion1@rconnect.com 
 
Lisa Hoffman 
10827 Shirley St. 
Omaha, NE 68144 
lhoffman@nhsnet.org 
 
Joshua Holden 
1134 W Golden Oaks Dr. 
Brazil, IN 47834-8343 
holden@rose-hulman.edu 
 
Andrew Holdsworth 
3019 32nd Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
hold0094@umn.edu 
 
Barb Holznagel 
311 Harrison St. 
Anoka, MN 55303 
astrablaze@aol.com 
 
Carol Hooker 
6130 Creek View Ridge 
Minnetonka, MN 55345 
chooker@mn.rr.com 
 
Mike Hooley 
824 S. Greeley 
Stillwater, MN 55082 
hoole001@tc.umn.edu 
 
Jon Horn 
82119 Bennett Road 
Willow River, MN 55795-9764 
mnsnowta@yahoo.com 
 
Rosemary Hunt 
209 Sverdrup Ave. 
Jackson, MN 
huntrosemary@yahoo.com 
 
Ann Isaksen 
3717 48th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406-2916 
aisaksen@hotmail.com 
 
 

Alexander Jelinek 
10070 Pasadena Ave. Penthouse C 
Cupertino, CA 95014 
movintocali@yah00.com 
 
Jan Jewell 
3607 N. 60th St. 
Omaha, NE 68104-3427 
handyjah@yahoo.com 
 
Chas Jewett 
816 St Joseph St. Apt. #311 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
chasjewett@hotmail.com 
 
Tim & Lori Johnson 
115 75th Ave. N. 
Brooklyn Park, MN 55444-2574 
johns860@mac.com 
 
Brian Johnson 
61 Inner Dr. #N21 
St. Paul, MN 55116 
john4063@umn.edu 
 
Curtis Johnson 
11 E. 2nd N. 
Green River, WY 82935 
buffalochip@vcn.com 
 
Richard Jorgensen 
214 S. Third Ave. W. 
Albert Lea, MN 56007-1732 
jorgensenr@geschools.com 
 
Barie Joy 
733 Dogwood Ave. 
Cheyenne, WY 82009-1009 
joyful19@msn.com 
 
Mary Kalil 
7701 West 13 1/2 St. 
St. Louis Park, MN 55426-2001 
makalil20@hotmail.com 
 
Phil Kambeitz 
106 Seminole Ave. 
Bismark, ND 58501 
phil_kambeitz@educ8.org 
 
Matthew Kauffmann 
7416 Bryant Ave. S. 
Richfield, MN 55423-3955 
mwk@umn.edu 
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Jody Keelin 
211 Michigan Ave. W. #14 
Walker, MN 56484-2171 
jodyk@paulbunyan.net 
 
Danielle Kelly 
2820 1st Ave. S. Apt. 1 
Minneapolis, MN 55408 
shanticat@kittymail.com 
 
Matthew Kendall 
122 Clover Court #D 
Cheyenne, WY 82009 
utah_diver@hotmail.com 
 
Lisa Kimball 
9973 Austin St. NE 
Circle Pines, MN 55014 
orionthelion@hotmail.com 
 
Tina King 
4140 James Ave. N. 
Minneapolis, MN 55412 
dancingqueen@rock.com 
 
Brit Kirkland 
PO Box 568 
Jackson Hole, WY 83001-0568 
bkirkland@teton1.k12.wy.us 
 
Pamela Kjono 
1146 McKinley Ave. 
Grand Forks, ND 58201 
mantyfan@yahoo.com 
 
Viv Kloskin 
4727 90th Ave. SE 
St. Cloud, MN 56304 
 
Andrew Kmetz 
3 Marlin Dr. 
Copiague, NY 11726-5308 
www.raffles4@juno.com 
 
Darrell Knuffke 
2070 County Road 138 
International Falls, MN 56649 
darrell_knuffke@tws.org 
 
William Koening 
4331 Otter 
Casper, WY 82604 
wwhkoenig@aol.com 
 
 
 

Kirk Koepsel 
1715 Edwards Dr. 
Sheridan, WY 82801 
koep_waim@vcn.com 
 
Dorette Koning 
Duivenkamp 360 
Maarssen, AK 3607 
dorettekoning@hetnet 
 
Erik Kraai 
3416 11th Ave. SW 
Watertown, SD 57201 
kraaierik@hotmail.com 
 
Jeff Lacy 
8583 Granada Ave. S. 
Cottage Grove, MN 55016-2702 
jeffdl@attbi.com 
 
Juan Laden 
375 Market St. 
Lander, WY 82520 
juantontomatoe@yahoo.com 
 
Louann Lanning 
3936 W. 44th St. 
Edina, MN 55424 
louannl@hotmail.com 
 
Cathy Lathrop 
802 Winslow Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55107 
hawkfeather55107@yahoo.com 
 
Nikki Leatherbury 
2770 Xerxes Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55416-4367 
nleatherbury@hotmail.com 
 
Linda Leblang 
7849 E. Pleasant Run Court 
Scottsdale, AZ 85258-3106 
lzl1@aol.com 
 
Gail Lee Van Heel 
5641 Babcock Trail 
Inver Grove Heights, MN 55077-2108 
gailleevan@yahoo.com 
 
Dawn Leftwich 
4012 Pleasant Dr. 
Rapid City, SD 57702 
ddeon@rap.midco.net 
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Nancy Lewis 
RR2 Box 164E 
Belle Fourche, SD 57717 
nancylewis@bhsu.edu 
 
Richard Libbey 
18603 Hale Lake Drive 
Grand Rapids, MN 55744 
rdlibbey@paulbunyan.net 
 
David A. Lien 
430 E Cheyenne Mt. Blvd #21 
Colorado Springs, CO 80906 
 
Peter Lindstrom 
PO Box 92 
Moose, WY 83012-0092 
peterlinus@cwru.edu 
 
Gayle Little 
32 Begonia 
Casper, WY 82604-3854 
clouddancing111@aol.com 
 
Anita Litwitz 
9000 Nicollet Ave. Apt. 303 
Bloomington, MN 55420 
hayleeclyde@yahoo.com 
 
Wendy Lochner 
wiccacat@yahoo.com 
 
Amy Lokensgard 
2216 Garfield Ave.  
Apt. 105 
Minneapolis, MN 55405-3233 
ajl70@att.net 
 
James Long 
1107 Buckboard Blvd. 
Papillon, NE 68046 
chryhealth@cox.net 
 
Gina Lopez 
251 Fenwick Drive 
Venice, FL 34292 
gochgomag@aol.com 
 
Barbara Love 
bal2@lehigh.edu 
 
Timothy Lund 
209 Linden Circle 
Waconia, MN 55387-1880 
timothyblund@msn.com 
 

Alexa Majors 
PO Box 752 
Jackson, WY 83001-0752 
alexamajors@yahoo.com 
 
Maka Maka 
805 St. Cloud 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
pteskawn@earthlink.net 
 
Sandra Mandeville 
320 S. Ash 
North Platte, NE 69101-7508 
cb22955@alltel.net 
 
Leah Markum 
1236 N. Hillcrest Ave. 
Fayetteville, AR 72703 
wild_earth_chi@sbcglobal.net 
 
Sarah Marquardt 
3521 40th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55406-2844 
smarquardt@mac.com 
 
Anne Mascaro 
80 North Moore St. #33-F 
New York, NY 10013 
annechimp@yahoo.com 
 
David May 
8766 Grand Ave. 
Omaha, NE 68134-3114 
delmay@juno.com 
 
Steve McCullum 
15380 Highland Place 
Minnetonka, MN 55345 
burroak143@yahoo.com 
 
Louise McGannon 
512 East 15th Avenue 
Mitchell, SD 57301 
louiser57@yahoo.com 
 
Mary McGilligan 
612 N 8th Ave. W 
Duluth, MN 55806-2303 
micky@conservtech.com 
 
Matthew McGuire 
322 Redwood Lane 
Cheshire, CT 06410-2342 
gen.mcguire@nemoves.com 
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Shelley McKee 
12410 Cable Rd. 
Pataskala, OH 43062 
shelleymmc@aol.com 
 
Renae McKeon 
2107 Westridge Dr. 
Ogallala, NE 69153-3211 
renae_m60@hotmail.com 
 
Jean Melom 
3755 Pleasant Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55409 
j_melom@hotmail.com 
 
Saraphine Metis 
803 County Road 6 
Grand Marais, MN 55604 
northwoodscathouse@hotmail.com 
 
David Miller 
1701 North Gale Rd. 
Mitchell, SD 57301-6345 
nunauk325@yahoo.com 
davy136@hotmail.com 
 
Eila Miller 
4433 Oliver Ave. N. 
Minneapolis, MN 55412-1122 
eila3@juno.com 
 
Jim Miller 
239 Amos Way NW 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
jkmiller@paulbunyan.net 
 
Gerald Mischke 
45 S. Albert St. #4 
St. Paul, MN 55105 
mail@geraldmischke.com 
 
Harlan Mittag  
18337 Creeks Bend Drive 
Minnetonka, MN 55345 
hfmittag@aol.com 
 
Jeff Mohr 
14727 Madison Circle 
Omaha, NE 68137 
sgtpepper506@aol.com 
 
Heather Monasky 
PO Box 1815 
Bismarck, ND 58502-1815 
monasky@hotmail.com 
 

Judy Moore 
PO Box 546 
Chimayo, NM 87522 
redclay@newmexico.com 
 
Judy Moore 
1520 Hwy. 23 E. Apt. 106 
St. Cloud, MN 55304 
makwa@webtv.net 
 
Barb Moore 
800 12th St. 
Cloquet, MN 55720-2360 
moorebj6@aol.com 
 
B.J. Morris 
691 85th Ln. NW #2 
Coon Rapids, MN 55433 
bjmorris@juno.com 
 
John Munster 
5529 Hyland Courts Dr. 
Bloomington, MN 55437 
johnpmunster@aol.com 
 
Glen Murray 
511 West 5th 
Grand Island, NE 68801-4532 
gmurray@abswebb.net 
 
Jeff Nail 
17467 Grackle Rd. 
Park Rapids, MN 56470-6305 
jnail@unitelc.com 
 
Luanne Napton 
1234 42nd St. 
Brookings, SD 57006 
Inapton@itctel.com 
 
Alicia Nation 
13469 Shelter Dr. 
Rapid City, SD 57702 
alicianat@aol.com 
 
Deborah Naujokas  
6352 Meridian Ave. S. 
Montrose, MN 55363 
deborah@inspirelives.com 
 
John Neidenfuer 
23158 Maple Shores Road 
Deerwood, MN 56444 
n232@emily.net 
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Cassandra Nelson 
2015 41 St. NW Apt. J-3 
Rochester, MN 55901-1922 
midnightearthwolf13@yahoo.com 
 
Kevin Nelson 
1734 Wellesley Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55105 
ropegun@peoplepc.com 
 
Robert Nesheim 
817 St. Cloud St. 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
bnesheim@earthlink.net 
 
Erica Nutzman 
1144 Magnolia Ave. E. 
St. Paul, MN 55106-3338 
enutzman@yahoo.com 
 
Pam O' Sullivan 
4640 Lambton Circle 
Suwanee, GA 30024 
pam_osullivan@hotmail.com 
 
Amy O'Brien 
3514 Baker Road 
Minnetonka, MN 55305 
amyp@mninter.net 
 
Lorrie Ogren 
9400 Old Cedar Ave. S. #311 
Minneapolis, MN 55425 
lorrie_o@yahoo.com 
 
Anna Owczarczyk 
Beata and Zbyslaw Owczarczyk 
769 John Glenn Blvd. 
Webster, NY 14580-9109 
ania@frontiernet.net 
 
Cheryl Owens 
3141 Emerson Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55408-2718 
c-owen@tc.umn.edu 
 
Zachary Pagel 
712 South Washington 
New Ulm, MN 56073 
zakpagel@hotmail.com 
 
Henry Patton 
339 Coker Drive 
Ball Ground, GA 30107-4861 
hpatton@laughingwolf.com 
 

Kathryn Pelka 
6205 Idylwood Lane 
Edina, MN 55436 
harli2000@aol.com 
 
Ursula Pelka 
6205 Idylwood Lane 
Edina, MN 55436-1106 
uschie15@aol.com 
 
Alesandra Phillips-Shur 
4930 Lyndale #2 
Minneapolis, MN 55409-2365 
alex@wingedheels.com 
 
Caroline Pierce 
121 South St. 
Westboro, MA 01581 
bosoxrawk554@yahoo.com 
 
Jennifer Piercy 
2017 South Faris Avenue 
Sioux Falls, SD 57105-2440 
grackle@earthlink.net 
 
Rhonda Porro 
3462 Juliet Dr. 
Woodbury, MN 55125 
chef1porro@aol.com 
 
Phyllis Portland 
301 Forest Dr 
Bellevue, NE 68005-2043 
pportland@ci.omaha.ne.us 
 
Kevin Proescholdt 
2833 43rd Ave. S 
Minneapolis, MN 55406-1867 
kevin-jean@msn.com 
 
Craig Prudhomme 
53533 Sjodahl Rd. 
Sandstone, MN 55072 
buffprairie@hotmail.com 
 
Debb Rea 
2224 W. 11th St. 
Grand Island, NE 68803 
debbr@hcgi.org 
 
Michael Reardon 
1319 E. St. Charles St. 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
mreardon@rushmore.com 
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Tim Reede 
3302 24th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
tim613@coisp.com 
 
Christien Renee 
PO Box 11474 
Jackson, WY 83002 
chris_renee@hotmail.com 
 
Pamela Richter 
1260 Heritage Lane 
Orlando, FL 32807-2906 
texpam60@hotmail.com 
 
Mark Roberts 
3408 Oxford Court 
Lawrence, KS 66049 
amazonratz@sunflower.com 
 
Larry Rodich 
1345 Deerwood Dr. 
Eagan, MN 55123-1427 
larryrodich@juno.com 
 
Sandy Roggenkamp 
13099 River Lane SW 
Pillager, MN 56473-2363 
sandyrog@brainerd.net 
 
Thomas Romano 
5240 Foster Road 
Canandaigua, NY 14424 
romano@novocon.net 
 
Sharon Root 
504 Fairgrounds Road 
Marshall, MN 56258 
sharonroot@co.lyon.mn.us 
 
Kzena Ross 
244 E. Sheridan St. 
Ely, MN 55731 
buckytar@hotmail.com 
 
Laura Ross 
902 Osceola Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55105-3208 
lauragrossc@hotmail.com 
 
Cecilia Rossiter 
3921 W. Street NW #2 
Washington, DC 20007 
crossite1@yahoo.com 
 
 

Selena Roth 
408 N. 1st Street  #305 
Minneapolis, MN 55401 
jason-selena@msn.com 
 
Wenzel Ruhmann 
7250 Upper 162nd St. 
Rosemount, MN 55068-1027 
wenruh@charter.net 
 
Juliann Rule 
35002 115th Avenue 
Avon, MN 56310-9636 
schugrule@aol.com 
 
Barbara Rupert 
4777 McComber Road 
Duluth, MN 55803 
bgrupert@hotmail.com 
 
James Salter 
1636 Hillside Ave. N. 
Minneapolis, MN 55411-1912 
gregane@yahoo.com 
 
Peter Sandoval 
2781 Ocean Ave. 
Brooklyn, NY 11229 
scarlet61a@aol.com 
 
Bret Schacht 
1413 Paddock Lane 
Beatrice, NE 68310 
bretholomew@hotmail.com 
 
Terry Schaunaman 
600 S. 11th St. 
Fargo, ND 58103 
t.schaunaman@prodigy.net 
 
David Schiesher 
4594 Cinnamon Ridge Trail 
Eagan, MN 55122-3307 
davids@spacestar.net 
 
Emily Schmitt 
5965 Maplewood Ln. 
Minnetonka, MN 55345 
eschmitt50@hotmail.com 
 
Gladys Schmitz, SSND 
170 Good Counsel Drive 
Mankato, MN 56001-3138 
gladysssnd@juno.com 
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Chris Schneider Fenster 
1612 Road L 
York, NE 68467-8074 
df53328@alltel.net 
 
Nick Scholtes 
6500 Pioneer Trail 
Loretto, MN 55357-9698 
bellsoffreedom@animail.com 
 
Elizabeth Schultz 
1520 Gettysburg Ave. N. 
Golden Valley, MN 55427-3819 
eas753@hotmail.com 
 
Keith Scott 
1679 Hubbard Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55104-1131 
mrkeithscott@yahoo.com 
 
Beverly Scott 
RR 2 Box 313 
Bayard, NE 69334-9543 
bluebelle45@yahoo.com 
 
Jerry & Joanna Shelton 
3509 Fremont Av. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55408 
jeshe_1@yahoo.com 
 
John Sherman 
Box 1187 
Wilson, WY 83014-1187 
johnvintage@earthlink.net 
 
Margaret Shermock 
18180 Kelly Lake Road 
Carver, MN 55315-9664 
pshermo9@aol.com 
 
George Sivanich 
323 N. Spring St. 
Northfield, MN 55057 
sivanich@stolaf.edu 
 
Angi Skarda 
1396 Asbury Street 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
askarda@hotmail.com 
 
Richard Skeppstrom 
216 Park Road 
Portsmouth, VA 23707-1212 
bruin-lover@earthlink.net 
 
 

Aubrey Skye 
PO Box #29 
Fort Yates, ND 58538-0029 
skyeaubrey@hotmail.com 
 
Chriss Slivinski 
420 S. Second St. #2 
Lander, WY 82520 
otterwoman01@yahoo.com 
 
Rebecca Solberg 
332 3rd Ave. 
Wanamingo, MN 55983 
rebasol@clear.lakes.com 
 
Anita Soper 
811 E. Commercial 
Gettysburg, SD 57442 
asoper@venturecomm.net 
 
Rebecca Sorbel 
932 Lincoln Street 
Vermillion, SD 57069 
rsorbel@usd.edu 
 
Dennis Spader 
720 River Heights Rd. 
Menomonie, WI 54751 
dkspader@yahoo.com 
 
D. Read Spear 
4950 D King Arthur Ct.  
Cheyenne, WY 82009 
read@health-pages.com 
 
Mary Spearman 
4010 Fran Ave. 
Lincoln, NE 68516-4500 
rs20854@alltel.net 
 
Nancy Spears 
15 Southgate Drive 
Bossier City, LA 71112-8603 
wolffree1@aol.com 
 
William Steele 
21950 County Rd. 445 
Bovey, MN 55709-8364 
scl@uslink.net 
 
Monica Steidele 
PO Box 6352 
Jackson, WY 83002-6352 
airmon@juno.com 
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Jens Stevens 
300 North College St. 
Northfield, MN 55057 
stevensj@carleton.edu 
 
Susannah Stevens 
300 N. College St. 
Northfield, MN 55057-4000 
stevenss@carleton.edu 
 
Melissa Stine 
1921 Laurel Ave. W. 
Minneapolis, MN 55405 
mstine@unisonnet.net 
 
Nancy Stine 
216 Morgan Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55405-2028 
nstine612@aol.com 
 
Jeff Strand 
118 Pawnee Ave. 
Princeton, MN 55371-9260 
jeffstrandsas@hotmail.com 
 
Rose-Mary Strom 
1408 N. 10th St. 
Moorhead, MN 56560 
rosemary.strom@prodigy.net 
 
Virginia Stycket 
2240 S. 13th St. 
Lincoln, NE 68502-3604 
lupercus@iNE.com 
 
MaryAnn Sundell 
1309 E. 2nd Street, #1A 
Duluth, MN 55805 
delra@hotmail.com 
 
Melissa Symoniak 
2553 Fillmore Street NE 
Minneapolis, MN 55418-3853 
warrenpeace4@yahoo.com 
 
Roxanne Tandberg 
300 Medary Ave. South Lot 103 
Brookings, SD 57006-3169 
fay_57006@yahoo.com 
 
Mike Taylor 
St. Albans St. N. 
St. Paul, MN 55117-4143 
mptaylor@hotmail.com 
 
 

Buck Tilton 
735 Cedar St. 
Lander, WY 82520 
btilton@WY.com 
 
Kim Tostenson 
PO Box 412 
Evansville, MN 56326 
terabyte@gctel.net 
 
Jason Trout 
15201 Greenhaven Dr. #133 
Burnsville, MN 55306 
jason@planet-save.com 
 
Jeff Troxel 
2328 Haugen St. 
Cody, WY 82414-9430 
jtroxel@trib.com 
 
Dennis Tully 
17549 Pavelka Drive  
Eden Prairie, MN 55346 
dtully@mn.rr.com 
 
Clay Uptain 
3213 W. Main St. #112 
Rapid City, SD 57702-2314 
dcu777@rushmore.com 
 
Betty J. Van Wicklen 
41 Lake Shore Dr. #2B 
Watervliet, NY 12189-2915 
g10121@care2.com 
 
Kylee Vecchio 
10523 Mary Street 
Omaha, NE 68122-1061 
k_vecchio@hotmail.com 
 
Gary Vedvik 
40 Reitz Parkway 
Pittsford, NY 14534-2206 
garyv@rochester.rr.com 
 
Judy Walker 
267 Shadow Dr. 
Cheyenne, WY 82009-8212 
tessybear@aol.com 
 
Ricki Walters 
802 18th St. SW 
Austin, MN 55912 
rlwalters55912@charter.net 
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Ryan Ward 
3507 Crestmoor Point 
Woodbury, MN 55125-5030 
rtw03@yahoo.com 
 
David Warner 
19507 485th Lane 
McGregor, MN 55760-4680 
david@daval.com 
 
Claire Watson 
2201 San Jose Dr. Apt. 0-203 
Antioch, CA 94509 
ce99watson@aol.com 
 
Leah Watts 
6404 Maple #1 
Omaha, NE 68104-4044 
llwatts@juno.com 
 
Sandra Wechsler 
25252 Ridgeview Road 
Custer, SD 57730 
sandi3cat@netscape.net 
 
Sidney E Wechsler 
RR 1 Box 50M 
Custer, SD 57730-9610 
siddoc@gwtc.net 
 
Gretchen Wernersbach 
895 Howell St. N. 
St. Paul, MN 55104-1027 
k9totem@excite.com 
 
Sarah White 
3945 11th Avenue South 
Minneapolis, MN 55407 
bodhitoro@earthlink.net 
 
Duane Wicklund 
2436 Mayfair Ave. 
White Bear Lake, MN 55110 
grasslake1947@earthlink.net 
 
Dana Wigton 
109 Old Mill Pond Dr., Apt. 17 
Grand Ledge, Michigan 48837 
healingwatersctr@earthlink.net 
 
Jeffrey Wiles 
921 11th Ave. S. #3 
Hopkins, MN 55343-7941 
jeffrey.wiles@minneapolis.af.mil 
 
 

Beth Wilson 
905 Columbus St. #5 
Rapid City, SD 57701 
wilsonba@umich.edu 
 
Ms. Paula Wilson-Cazier 
1015 East Baker Street 
Laramie, WY 82072-2722 
paula@uwyo.edu 
 
Mary Winget 
2385 Buford Ave. 
St. Paul, MN 55108 
maryw@lernerbooks.com 
 
Michelle Winter 
6999 Ideal Ave. So. 
Cottage Grove, MN 55016 
mmwinter@mmm.com 
 
Heather Wittkop 
1251 113th Ave. NE 
Blaine, MN 55434-3821 
h8w@juno.com 
 
Benjamin Wolf 
228 E 6th St. Suite 70 
St. Paul, MN 55101 
benjawolf@hotmail.com 
 
Pam Wood 
130 Homestead Dr. #18 
Mankato, MN 56001 
pwood007@yahoo.com 
 
Lori Worcester 
5 Highland Ave. 
East Haven, CT 06513 
esterredcrow@juno.com 
 
Bryan Wyberg 
12854 Raven St. NW 
Coon Rapids, MN 55448 
bryan.wyberg@honeywell.com 
 
Peter Zadis 
41 Whitney Street 
Westbury, NY 11590 
pzadis@hotmail.com 
 
Art Zernis 
68-29 Alderton St. 
Forest Hills, NY 11374-5320 
a.zernis@earthlink.net 
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Jenni Zickert 
3809 17th Ave. S. 
Minneapolis, MN 55407 
j_zickert@hotmail.com 
 
 
 
 
 

Joeth Zucco 
4011 South 17th Street, Apt. 2 
Lincoln, NE 68502 
joethz@earthlink.net 
 
Kelly Zuerlein 
2900 Grand Ave. 277 
Kearney, NE 68847-3969 
zuerlein@nebi.com 
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Category 2. Comments Not Requiring a Response 
 
Respondent Comment 
Jean Adams 
(Form Letter 1) 

I have hiked closed roads only to find new rds built to the areas from 
another direction. I would like a tour of the area for a better idea of what 
will be effected. 

Lee George Aide 
5549 Dupont Ave. 
S. 
Minneapolis, MN 
55419 

I am writing to you today about the Black Hills National Forest and the 
Sand Creek Roadless Area. I often visit this special area and these 
lands need to be protected. Please fully protect the Sand Creek roadless 
area within the 1991 citizen’s survey boundaries. It is also important to 
prepare an EIS for the Cement timber sale, which ensures that all rate 
and imperiled plants and animals be protected from corporate logging. 
Old growth forest habitat must be saved, in addition to the ‘interior’ forest 
habitat which provides protection for water and soils. This is a unique 
natural resource which must be saved for future generations and area 
wildlife and not for short-term corporate profit and greed. 
Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. 

Diana Allard 
(Form Letter 3) 

Nearly each summer for the past ten years I have taken road trips to 
South Dakota's Black Hills and Badlands because they hold so much 
natural beauty and are such important geological features to the region. 
When I'm here at home in Nebraska, it's a comfort to know they will be 
there the next time I visit. That's why I feel it is so important to protect 
and preserve what we have for future generations. 

Art Anderson 
(Form Letter 1) 

Sand Creek has been a very important area for my family and the 
Audubon chapter that I'm a president of. 

Robert E. Anthony 
575 28-1/2 Rd. 
Unit 48 
Grand Junction 
CO 81501 

I just wanted to urge you and the Forest Service to do their utmost to 
protect the Sand Creek Roadless Area by using the boundaries put forth 
in the 199l Citizen’s Wilderness Proposal. I believe we should do all we 
can to preserve our pristine areas because some day we will look back 
and wish we had saved more of them. I have visited the Black Hills 
National Forest and when I do, it is to seek out areas like this for hiking 
and quiet recreation. I also appreciate them because we have them in 
western Colorado, where I live. Thanks for your consideration. 

Christopher Azala 
(Form Letter 3) 

These lands belong to me, as an American, and not to greedy timber 
interests. 

Marlene Beyer 
(Form Letter 3) 

This afternoon my grandson told me they were going camping this 
weekend in a tent. I told him I used to go camping in a tent with my 
family when I was a child too. I proceeded to tell him about my most 
favorite trip which was to the Black Hills of South Dakota. I told him how 
my father had called to me one afternoon to come out of the tent and lay 
down on the ground beside him. When I did he said look up in the trees. 
My memory may fade with time but I shall never forget the sight of the 
flying squirrels in the trees overhead. My father was a great lover of 
nature and found the most wonderful sights everywhere we went. These 
beautiful things we watched together in our travels are slowly changing 
and disappearing. Why must this happen? 

Brennan Ross 
Bilberry 
13804 Appaloosa 
Lane 
Rapid City, SD 
57702 

I was very scared to learn of the massive industrial logging proposed to 
impact over 5000 acres of pristine wilderness. The most disturbing parts 
of the proposal are the destruction of the Sand Creek area (which would 
be affected in a large portion of its 10,000 acre boundary), the logging of 
old-growth forests and the 70+ miles of roads that would be required to 
create such a large project. 
I urge you to reconsider this project and especially realize the intense 
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detrimental effect of this logging(preferably through a formalized 
Environmental Impact Statement) on the wilderness areas and the rare 
wildlife and plants that depend on the area. 
Although selective thinning can sometimes be justified, the egregious 
corporate sell-off of huge tracts of our most valuable natural wildlands. 
I urge you to subject this plan to much more intense scrutiny than it has 
received so far. I hope that the next generation will have a Black Hills to 
enjoy, just as we do. 

Ingrid Breneman 
(Form Letter 3) 

We must protect the few remaining roadless areas from unnecessary 
destruction. The Black Hill's is a valuable part of our country because it 
IS the wilderness that it is. The Black Hill's are a family vacation for so 
children growing up in the United States; if people begin tearing down 
the Black Hill's, so much more than trees will be taken away. 

Benjamin Bursell 
(Form Letter 3) 

As a 10-year outdoor wilderness educator with the YMCA and National 
Outdoor Leadership school I have traveled through many our our 
country's wilderness areas. From Alaska's Gates of the Arctic National 
Park, and ANWR, to the Beartooth Mountains in Montana to the Coastal 
Redwoods of California, From Colorado's western slope to Arizona and 
New Mexico's desert and Black Mountains I have seen first hand the 
value of our natural resources and the benefit of teaching our natural 
history. Currently I am a third year medical student at the University of 
Minnesota, the health of our citizens and our planet are first on my list of 
important political issues. 

Susan Cee (Form 
Letter 3) 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Cement 
Timber Sale. I visit the Black Hills annually and save taxpapyers 
perhaps $10,000/year in reduced medical care because of these visits. I 
need to be away from people and to sleep in remote areas. With these 
breaks, I avoid protracted hospital stays for PTS. I know that 
$10,000/year doesn’t sound like much comparted to what the timber 
companies are willing to pay, but, please remember, I am writing for 
many more people who are either incapable or don’t know who to write. 
We (the entire country) needs the biodiversity of the Black Hills. 
Please ensure that no logging occurs in the habitat of “sensitive” and 
other rare and imperiled plants and animals, in any old growth forest, or 
in dense, mature forests, especially the sensitive interior blocks. 
PLEASE WEIGH THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF LOGGING AGAINST 
THE ECONOMIC BENEFITS OF BOTH TOURISM AND REDUCED 
MEDICAL 
COSTS FOR THE MANY OTHER PEOPLE LIKE ME WHO BENFIT 
FROM WILDERNESS AREAS. 

Martha 
Christensen 
(Form Letter 1) 

I have just heard of a potential threat to the Sand Creek Roadless Area. 
This letter is to URGE CONTINUED PROTECTION of that magnificent 
area - - AS DESCRIBED IN THE 1991 CITIZENS’ SURVEY AND 
WILDERNESS PROPOSAL !! Thus, an area of just over 10,00 acres 
and not less than that. I am 71 years old, have hiked extensively in that 
part of the Black Hills, and know firsthand of its inestimable value as a 
FOREST RESERVE. PLEASE HELP US PROTECT IT!! 

Duane Claypool 
911 S. Sutton 
Ave. 
Miles City, MT 
59301 

Overall I agree with the proposed action (Alternative 2), in particular the 
closing, placing in storage, and decommissioning of existing roads. 
Specifically if you could eliminate the construction of the 3.8 miles of 
new road (any new roads) - this would be preferable. If any new roads 
must be constructed then they should be kept to an absolute minimum 
and all BMPs must be applied to avoid environmental degradation ie to 
streams, soils, habitat. Any work done regarding this project must 
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include the application of all possible practices to prevent degradation to 
the ecosystem. 

Jack R. Cole 
(Form Letter 1) 

Because of the scenic and economic and environmental values of the 
entire upper Sand Creek area please provide an adequate EIS with 
information on: 1) your assurance that it won't open up the proposed 
wilderness area to excessive fire causing motorized use and other 
threats 2) what is this all costing the taxpayer. 

Rose Cordier 
Rosebud Sioux 
Indian 
Reservation 
PO Box 753 
Mission SD 57555 

I strongly oppose any logging or any other type of proposed desecration 
to the Black Hills of South Dakota. Any type of logging or exploring is a 
direct and blatant violation of the Ft. Laramie Treaty. I am Sicangu 
Lakota. 

Randall T. Cox 
Gillette, WY 
mediate@ 
vcn.com 

I am forwarding a message I received from Biodiversity Associates, 
together with my reply to the person who forwarded it to me. 
Dear _____: 
What the Biodiversity radicals aren’t telling you is that there is much 
more timber in the Black Hills now than there ever was during natural 
conditions. Fire suppression has allowed at least three things to happen: 
1. Ponderosa pine has spread into park lands and areas around the hills 
which were never historically forested. 
2. Oak and other undergrowth has proliferated in all areas, including 
bottomlands and hillsides, supplanting historical savannas and creating 
much higher risks of crowning fires and hotter fires. 
3. All of this proliferation of timber and undergrowth has drastically 
reduced stream flows. 
Intensive forest management is required. The Black Hills National Forest 
lands are highly fragmented because so many mining claims and 
homestead entries are interspersed with federal land. The so-called 
Sand Creek area about which Mr. Bonds is concerned does not have 
any stream flow any more, due largely to the proliferation of trees and 
shrubs. 

Jay Davis (Form 
Letter 1) 

Sand Creek is very important to me as a Black Hills resident, and I have 
hiked there several times. It is one of the few places in the Hills where a 
person can escape development and motorized recreation. 

Lisa Duncan 
(Form Letter 1) 

Please send a copy of the Draft Environmental Assessment. 

Greg Ferri 
skigroovy@ 
aol.com 

Hi, I would like to voice my opposition to logging and any road building in 
the Sand Creek Area on the Black Hills. Please protect this small area of 
our planet for our children. Also realize the entire Black Hills Region is 
unique and wonderful and any logging projects (Cement timber sales) 
will do irreparable damage therefore I oppose it until an ElS is prepared. 
Thank you for helping to protect our forest. 

Richard L. Fort 
(Form Letter 1) 

The area at issue should eventually be designated a wilderness area. 
Compared to other western National Forests the Black Hills forest has 
an extremely low percent of designated wilderness. Such areas enhance 
both recreation and preservation values for the forest. 

Diane Garetz 
(Form Letter 3) 

I had the opportunity to visit the Black Hills in the 1970's and I still recall 
the vivid image of the mountains covered with those beautiful trees - 
almost black in appearance - which whispered so loudly that it sounded 
like an impending storm. Few sites which I've been able to see in my 
many years of travel have affected me so deeply. Please guard these 
precious memories so they can be shared with our children, 
grandchildren and their progeny. Once gone, we can never get these 
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beautiful treasures back. 

Michael Garvin 
1 Spring Hill Circle 
Sausalito CA 
94965-1776 

I would like to comment on the proposed Cement Timber Sale. I urge 
the Forest Service to fully protect the Sand Creek Roadless Area within 
the boundaries of the 1991 citizens’ surveys and wilderness proposal. 
I first visited this area as a child on a side trip with my parents after 
taking in the scene at Mount Rushmore. It was a joyous experience 
then, far more so than the traffic jams and gawking at Rushmore, a romp 
through a wilderness untouched by chainsaws and souvenir stores. As 
an adult I have been back twice since then and enjoyed the area even 
more, realizing that few such places exist any longer. 
Please keep logging out of the habitats of rare or endangered plants and 
animals. And please do not construct any new roads through this 
beautiful section of the Black Hills. We must keep at least a portion of 
this spectacular land for the enjoyment of future generations. 

Zoe Graul (Form 
Letter 3) 

I believe that the most important thing in America, besides our freedom, 
is the native land as it was long ago and the culture and heritage of the 
American Indian. Preservation is of the utmost importance for the 
present and future. 

Shelly Grow 
(Form Letter 3) 

As somebody who grew up going to summer camp in the Black Hills, I 
feel strongly that we must protect this treasure as much as we can - it is 
like no other place in the US. 

John Hafnor 
jhafnor@aol.com 

As a former long time Black Hills resident, employee of the Rapid City 
Journal, and author of a pair of book about the hills, I do thought often of 
those lovely small mountains, and hope you will consider not allowing 
logging in the Sand Creek area and other sensitve areas. Oh yes, I was 
also a logger myself for one season many winters ago near Lead, so I 
can appreciate the pressures you are under from all sides. 

Steven Hata 
(Form Letter 1) 

Cutting out all the big trees & leaving dog hair doesn't make good fire 
protection 

Bob Haugen 
(Form Letter 3) 

My family and I have been regular visitors to the Black Hills nearly every 
summer for many years now. As the entire area has become more and 
more developed, the need for saving the few remaining roadless areas 
is that much greater. Please don’t add additional roads in this area. 

Joshua Holden 
(Form Letter 3) 

My wife, my parents, and I drove to the Black Hills from southern 
Minnesota. We feel strongly that the Black Hills need to be kept as free 
of development as possible to preserve them for future generations. 

Lilias Jones 
Jarding 
108 East Douglas 
Road 
Fort Collins CO 
80524 

I am writing to ask that your agency protect the Sand Creek roadless 
area, in line with the 1991 citizens’ survey and wilderness proposal 
boundaries, and that the proposed Cement timber sale be subjected to 
the full NEPA process, including preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 
As someone who is familiar with the Black Hills, having lived in South 
Dakota until 2 years ago (including some time in the Hills), I know 
something about the area and its characteristics. The Black Hills have 
been logged for years, with only recent attention to retaining desirable 
environmental qualities of this very unique old mountain range and its 
plentifhl water resources. As you know, without good water quality in the 
Black Hills, aquifers and water quality are affected throughout a large, 
semi-arid region. If the unusual habitat characteristics in the few 
remaining mature forest areas in the Hills are not protected, these types 
of habitat and the animals that depend on them will be lost. 
There is no other place that is ecologically or biologically like the Black 
Hills. There are other ways to meet timber needs. These facts alone 
dictate that any disturbance of mature or old growth areas in the Black 
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Hills under Forest Service jurisdiction constitute a “major federal action,” 
requiring the full NEPA process be undertaken. 
If you have questions or would like to discuss this matter further, please 
feel free to contact me. 

Steve Keith 
Denver, CO 
asignmaker7@ 
wmconnect.com 

Leave the Black Hills forest alone. After all the foul things the US 
government has done to the Native Americans in the name of progress, 
why does this practice still continue. Enough is enough, let the Black 
Hills forest remain. 

Diane Kelly 
1141 E Ramona 
Ave Apt C 
Salt Lake City UT 
84105 

I’m taking the time to write you in the rniddle of a busy workday because 
I feel strongly that the proposed “Cement timber sale” is a disaster for 
the Black Hill National Forest and for taxpaying citizens nationwide. In 
light of historical human impacts to the Black Hills ecosystem, I urge you 
to reconsider this sale and, at the very least, to ensure that roadless and 
old growth areas are avoided and every environmental precaution is 
observed. Wildlife habitat throughout the Black H has already been 
severely compromised by more than a century of logging and road 
building and we simply cannot continue to plunder this resource without 
risking its biological collapse. 
First and foremost, I urge you to complete a full Environmental Impact 
Statement prior to approving a timber sale of such tremendous size and 
potential impact. It is also vitally important that the sale does not include 
even a single acre of the Sand Creek roadiess area — the largest 
remaining roadless area in the entire Black Hills National Forest. To 
meet this objective accurately and in good faith, I hope you will respect 
the hard work of concerned citizens by following the boundaries of the 
1991 citizens’ surveys and wilderness proposal. 
Responsible stewardship of the forest also requires that all sensitive and 
imperiled species be fully protected and that old growth and mature 
stands be left undisturbed. in addition, no new roads should be created 
in connection with the sale as they will only do more damage to soils 
and water quality, compounding an already serious problem in an overly 
roaded forest. 
Once again, I urge you to demonstrate true interest in forest health by 
taking every measure to ensure the protection of Black Hills old growth, 
sensitive species, mature forest, and the Sand Creek roadless area 
proposed by citizens for wilderness protection. Thank you for 
considering these official comments. 

Nancy Kile (Form 
Letter 1) 

Historically many acres of indigenous people's holdings have been 
taken under the guise of protection. As a Native American, my efforts at 
protecting sacred lands is a contemporary commitment to remind my 
government and it's entities that restorative justice is an ideal that is not 
lost. 

Scott Kile 
scottk@rushmore.
com 

It has come to my attention that more of our Black Hills forests are under 
attack. This Cement Timber Sale proposed to log the Sand Creek 
roadless area should not be allowed. Haven’t we logged, and turned 
enough of our natural forests into public developement areas for a few 
wealthy interest groups? The trees are the home of many species that 
aren’t being considered either. The more habitat areas that are 
destroyed the less habitat there will be. All things are dependent on 
each other and if we destroy one it will impact another. An 
Environmental Impact Statement needs to be prepared to ensure that 
we are not making a terrible mistake. Please protect our old growth 
forests and the interior forest habitat that is dependent on it. 

George Levin Please don't allow the mining and sawmill interests to set the nations 
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(Form Letter 1) forest policy. It is obvious they are more interested in their bottom line 

than they are in sound forest management policy. 
Jeanne Leske 
2001 Newport 
Casper WY 
82609-3803 

Please note that I am very concerned with the fact that 
encroachment/development/logging/off-road vehicle abuse will occur 
within the Sand Creek roadless area within the Black Hills National 
Forest. I would hope that you would support an E.I.S. for any change 
that is proposed for this small, precious area. The proposed Cement 
Timber sale is a VERY bad idea. Already, the Black Hills National Forest 
is one of the most logged and roaded National Forests in the N.F. 
system. Enough is enough!! 
I support having an E.I.S. on this proposed timber sale, protection for 
interior “old growth” (precious little), restrictions on motorized vehicles 
(currently too little), and protections for rare and endangered plant and 
animal species. Please note that I would suggest that you abide by the 
1991 Citizens’ surveys that supported wilderness in the Sand Creek 
roadless area. 
I will be in the Black Hills this coming weekend to enjoy a Volksmarch, 
hiking, quiet and solitude. 

Jason A. and 
Linda E. 
Lillegraven 
2443 Overland 
Road 
Laramie WY 
82070 

The existence of areas of old growth is absolutely critical to the health of 
any forest ecosystem. Because the entirely of the Black Hills has been 
commercially logged in recent history, local remnants of old growth 
stands are almost nonexistent. Many animals depend for their very 
survival in local forests upon the unique ecological settings that 
characterize mature and old growth stands. I’m sure that you are very 
much aware of all of those points. 
We suggest that it should be the responsibility of the U.S. Forest Service 
to do everything within its authority to preserve unique aspects of its 
forests upon which the diversity of natural life depends. The remnants of 
old growth forest included in the proposed Sand Creek roadless area of 
northeastern Wyoming fall into that category. It is our opinion that the 
intention to log these rare remnants of mature and old growth forest 
constitute vandalism to the Black Hills ecosystem, and we urge you with 
passion not to provide official sanction to such activity. The existing 
roadless areas within the Hills already are minuscule in terms of 
ecological relevance, and to put 70 miles of new access roads into the 
proposed Sand Creek roadless area would further reduce the survival 
value of several rare species of plants and animals. We ask you to 
honor the boundaries of the 1991 citizens’ surveys and proposed 
wilderness and protect that area from the ravages of short-sighted 
logging associated with the Cement timber sale. An environmental 
impact statement should be developed prior to risking the effects of 
logging any areas within the Black Hills National Forest that contain 
remnants of old growth. 
Thank you for considering our perspectives. 

Gayle Little (Form 
Letter 3) 

I cannot believe that you are continue to back the logging business and 
buy into their thought processes that removing trees from our national 
forests and parks is good. I have personally seen the results of strip 
logging and it is not good for the land. Tell the logging companies to take 
a flying leap off a tall building. They are only in it for the money, not for 
protecting the environment. 

Marc Madow 
Medicine Bow 
Gallery 
brokencamera@ 

I would like to share with you my concern about the possibility that the 
wildlife and wetlands of the Black Hills National Forest may be forever 
damaged by the contemplated logging and road construction which may 
be about to occur. Please don’t proceed to take any actions without at 
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com 

least the preparation of an environmental impact statement to insure that 
imperiled plants and animals are not pushed further to the brink of, or 
even more horribly, actual extinction. There is nothing to gain which is 
worth losing any of these precious forest creatures, or the forest itself 
for. Yourself, and your Ranger District are this generation’s stewards 
who are the frontline protectors of this region. I hope that you will think 
well beyond the profit motive of lumbering interests and the easy 
convenience of more and more roads. The meaning of your life will be 
partly defined by your degree of success at protecting the forest 
entrusted to you this lifetime. I wish you good luck at determining how to 
fully succeed. 

Lynn Mammenga 
(Form Letter 1) 

The historic & critical importance should require an appropriate 
environmental impact statement! 

Steve McConnell 
(Form Letter 1) 

I have spent a lot of time in the Sand Creek area. Please maintain its 
pristine value. 

Renae McKeon 
(Form Letter 3) 

If we continue to sell off all the trees within our forests, what will be left? 
What do you call them then, because a forest has to have trees. Trees 
support life, and give us oxygen to breathe, and clean the water, and 
help prevent soil erosion, etc. and once they are gone, you cannot 
immediately put them back. 

Jean Melom 
(Form Letter 3) 

Many years ago I visited a friend at her home in the Black Hills. It 
remains one of my treasured memories - I could immediately understand 
the veneration that the native people of this region feel for this amazing 
site. It saddens me to realize the radical changes that "development" 
has wrought in the intervening years. 

Carol Merriam 
(Form Letter 1) 

Exceptions [to closure of roadless area to motorized vehicles] could be 
made for those who are unable to walk. Perhaps permits not to exceed 
four per day would be acceptable. 

Jeffrey Miles 
(Form Letter 3) 

Black Hills National Forest is one of my favorite places to hike and 
photograph; I want it protected from unecessary exploitation. 

Heather Morijah 
(Form Letter 1) 

Enough already! This area should be wilderness, not a cash cow for the 
timber industry. 

Patricia Murphy 
patmurphy44@ 
aol.com 

Please do not log the acres at sand creek in the black hills of south 
dakota. We have lost so many species of wildlife and plants already, and 
all this logging is going to destroy what little we have left. 

Darby Nelson 
1013 Vera St. 
Champlin, MN 
55316 
 

Thank you for allowing me to make the following comments in opposition 
to the Cement Timber Sale. 
The Forest Service used to operate under the philosophy of “multiple 
use”. I understand that less than five percent of the Black Hills National 
Forest is still roadless and wild, and that less than two percent remains 
in old growth condition. Those statistics speak for themselves. I would 
urge you to consider that idea of multiple use as you make your decision 
on the wisdom of the Cement Timber Sale. Has not the forest already 
more than provided a fair share for the logging use? Has not the wild 
acreage of the Forest already lost enough of its extent and integrity? 
Must we ultimately decimate every acre of wild nature? 
I realize there are those who feel every tree not cut and removed for 
commercial purposes represents a waste. Yes, we do need to harvest 
timber for the products we consume, but we also need to protect 
biological diversity and we also need to protect wild places. To complete 
the Cement Timber Sale would be to tilt policy on the Black Hills 
National Forest even further than it has been already away from these 
other legitimate uses of the national forest resource. 
I strongly urge you to achieve balance in the uses of the Black Hills by 
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abandonning the Cement Timber sale. 
At the very least subject the proposed sale to the EIS process. 

Lois Norrgard 
(Form Letter 2) 

I am writing on behalf on American Lands Alliance, a nonprofit, 
grassroots, conservation organization. American Lands has grave 
concerns on the management of the Black Hills National Forest (BHNF) 
where less than 2% of the forest can be considered in old growth 
condition. This forest is heavily fragmented creating major impacts to 
interior forest habitats and species. We are extremely concerned about 
the limited acres that presently can be considered “natural forest”.  
American Lands opposes the perpetuation of overabundant, unnatural, 
early-successional forests on our public lands. With the overabundance 
of young immature forest stands existing in the BHNF, the retention of 
older forests with the specific focus on the values of wildlife habitat and 
biodiversity is desirable. The NFMA requires the Forest Service to 
consider all forest resources equally, including wildlife, water, air, and 
soil quality. How does the project take into account any of these 
extremely important values as is required on our national forests? 

Rhonda Porro 
(Form Letter 3) 

I am a Minnesota resident and have personally visited the black hills on 
many occassions since childhood and let me say this, it is not hard to 
understand why many view this land as sacred, u can actually feel the 
spirit of this land, it speaks to the heart and soul of those who allow 
themselves to hear its sacred voice. Please open your heart and ears. 

Andrea Potts 
517 Lion Drive 
Rapid City, SD 
57701 
 

Come on, guys. Stop the Cement Timber sale. Do your jobs for 
Heaven’s sake. I moved here from the West five years ago, and I have 
seen what can be done to damage the forest. We are entering an age in 
which there will be highly increased auto emissions, factory pollution, etc 
due to the increasing population of the area. Leveling any part of the 
forest right now will endanger it greatly not only for right now, but for the 
future, as it will not be healthy enough to recover. Do you really want the 
forest to dissappear or become just another ‘resource’ for human mass 
consumption?  
I know you know this stuff. You wouldn’t be in the position you are in if 
you didn’t. Please, stop the greed, stop the madness, stop the 
selfishness, stop the taking, taking, taking. I am willing to live in a house 
that is not made of wood. I am willing to burn other fuel. I presently 
constantly seek out other methods of creating energy. Why? Because 
we as a species are blowing it, and we need to wake up. Our greed and 
our lack of foresight is really wreaking havoc on our earth. Please help 
us stop what we are doing to the planet. Money is NOT worth it. When 
it’s all over and you must face the decision you have made, what will you  
be feeling? You have a chance to make a better world. Don’t fritter it 
away for the weight of gold. Honor cannot be bought. 

John M. Reed 
(Form Letter 1) 

I have done overnight hikes in the Sand Creek area 3 times in the last 
several years, the most recent being 3 weeks ago. This is a beautiful 
area & should be protected. Please do so. 

Billie Jean Reese 
(Form Letter 2) 
 

A very dear friend of mine Pat Gunter sent me the following info and I 
am mortified at out governments lack of feelings for our country, the eco 
systems that God put in place for all his critters, two legged, four legged, 
slithering and flying.  If this trans- gression of our land, water and sky is 
not stopped we are doomed.  Read on…Now then upon reading and 
listening to all of the pleas you will receive on this problem you have to 
go against the greed of our government, the greed of the loging 
community, the greed for more money that will ruin our great and grand 
country. Don't say that it is to save jobs, for our country has proven 
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many times over they care less about jobs for anyone with the cuts that 
big business has already accomplished thru out the last several yrs. 
This is Something that has to be SAVED for our posterity and the future. 

Gretchen Rowe 
(Form Letter 2) 

I am a huge proponent of preserving the old growth and diversity of the 
Black Hills National Forest. This is one of the closest places we travel to 
for wilderness experiences and mountainous experiences. We are able 
to travel there from Minnesota every few years. Please don't allow the 
changes that are proposed! 

Kristin Ryan 
(Form Letter 2) 

I'm sending an email out from Brooklyn, NY in regards to the newly 
proposed Cement timber sale that will log the last roadless area in the 
Sacred Black Hills. Having visited the Black Hills I recognize the 
sacredness of this amazing forest and feel there is great importance to 
protect it…It is imperative to protect this sacred forest. 

Randy Sailer 
1018 Cherry Lane 
Beulah ND 
58523-6421 

I am very much against the proposed cement timber sale.We need to 
protect what remains of the black hills national forest and the majority of 
the american people very much want it that way.Also,there should be no 
sale without a eis statement.Your job is to protect your public trust,not 
destroy it.you represent the public interests,not big business.Have you 
forgotten?  

Nick Scholtes 
(Form Letter 3) 

When I was a child, my parents and grandparents took me to the Black 
Hills National Forest. It was one of the most extraordinary experiences 
of my life!! I remember taking a lot of pictures, and marveling at the 
beauty of the landscape. I was also very disappointed and upset when 
we had to leave. To this day I want to return as soon as I get the 
chance, though as we all know, life gets very busy. Suffice it to say, I 
cherish this area. It holds many, many memories for me and I 
desperately want it to be preserved and kept untouched. I don't want to 
plan a trip there only to see that it has been desecrated and destroyed 
by cheap logging special interests. These areas are for everyone. They 
belong to ALL of us. They are not the sole property of the government to 
sell to the highest bidder so as to make the most profit. I find such 
attitudes completely and totally unacceptable. 

The School of Fly 
Fishing (Form 
Letter 1) 

Send EA, pls. 

Elizabeth Schultz 
(Form Letter 3) 

Born and raised in North Dakota, I have visited the Black Hills often. I 
have enjoyed their splendor and as an adult learned how important they 
are to Native Americans specifically and to our country as a whole. 

Jay Swift (Form 
Letter 2) 

PLEASE PROTECT OUR ANIMALS AND PLANTS. YOU WILL 
DESTROY THE EARTH! i AM GOING TO SEND THIS LETTER TO 
GOVERNOR ROUNDS TOO! WHEN WILL DESTROYING OUR 
NATURAL HABITATS STOP??? YOU ARE KILLING MOTHER EARTH 
IN THE NAME OF SO CALLED PROGRESS! WHEN WE KILL OUR 
MOTHER EARTH WHERE WILL WE GO FOR SUSTENANCE AND 
SURVIVAL? PLEASE RECONSIDER! WE ALL HAVE TO LEARN TO 
LIVE IN UNITY IF WE ARE GOING TO SURVIVE AS A NATION!  

Betty J. Terrill 
476 Fish Hatchery 
Loop 
Spearfish, SD 
57783 

Please stay away from logging our Black Hills area, we have so little wild 
land protected for our plants animals and grandchildren, let us pretect 
what we have from roads, clearing and timber sales. .Sand Creek is a 
beautiful raodless area and must be kept as roadless.. 

Tine Thevenin 
RR 4 Box 82B 
Lake City MN 

Please: Roadless areas must be protected from unnecessary 
destruction. 
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Respondent Comment 
55041-9530 
Diane Thomas 
1737 Tepee St 
Rapid City SD 
57702 

Please protect non-motorized recreational opportunites. I am asking that 
the Forest Service not allow off-road vehicle use in the Sand Creek 
roadless area and that they not log along trails and other recreational 
areas. 

Ed Thomas 
#3 Kinnear Spur 
Kinnear WY 
82516 

I lived in the Black Hills for several years. It is an amazing place and 
should be left alone. Although I am Native American, I don’t rely on the 
Sacred significance of the Black Hills. Rather, I look at the plan of this 
administration to rape the environment to pay back their big money 
supporters. They are after the timber in South Dakota, the oil and 
methane in Wyoming (where I now live). 
This is an administration that is all about paybacks to their big 
contributors and have no regard for the common person or the 
environment of small population states. 

Kim Tostenson 
(Form Letter 3) 

Furthermore the Black Hills have a special significance for the Native 
Americans of the area. I believe it is both morally and legally imperative 
that these sacred lands be protected from any further exploitation and 
that we respect the physical and cultural inheritance of our fellow 
Americans. 

Roxanne Two 
Bulls 
Red Shirt Table 
hasspottedhorses
@yahoo.com 

Please protect the Sand Creek Wilderness area. Keep roadds, logging 
and other development out of this pristine area. We must consider the 
future of our planet and its ability to sustain itself and human life. We 
may not consider this now, but when there is no oxygen to breathe or no 
water to drink, only then will these cries be heard. Agin, Protect Sand 
Creek!!! 

David Warner 
(Form Letter 3) 

I have spent some time traveling, camping and Hiking in the West. The 
Black Hills Country has a wildness that I find particularly appealing. 
While wilderness in any form is increasingly difficult to find in this 
Country, that of the Black Hills is unique and I believe that when we 
order our values as a Society, the preservation of such unique areas 
should be first among them. 

Happy Waters-
Catron 
turtlewaters@ 
hotmail.com 

My name is Happy Waters-Catron and I live in Missouri. I spend alot of 
time up in the black Hills and my friend sent me information concerning 
the logging proposal. My Uncle Al Rose was the second in charge of 
Mount Rainer in the 50’s and was the head of HOtSprings National Park 
when he died in 1960. He taught me alot about logging and NOT 
logging. His best friend was a main logger in Washington state. From 
them I learned: Don’t log National Parks PERIOD End of Sentence it is a 
resource that in the coming decades would be the only safe place for 
many animals and a refuge for people to go when the world was so 
busy... .this was in the 50’s. I believe that Uncle Al was right in what he 
saw for the future. Next was that is logging had to be done than it 
needed to be in a responsible manner. After Uncle Al’s passing my Aunt 
Margaret five years later married his best friend the logger. Uncle Bruce 
Painter said that fi or the trees you take out IMMEDIATE LY PLANT 
ANOTHER... .and that it sould be selective cutting NOT MASS 
CUTTING like the others were doing. He managed all his life to have 
plenty to log and rotated the areas. He said when there is mass cutting it 
is for only one reason MONEY. Greed by whoever is selling the logs. 
Now Ms. Elizabeth Krueger please look at the whole issue there. I have 
not been nor am I trilled by the environmentalist of this day... .for the 
most part they are dangerous and are not in balance with the whole... 
.people and land can get along and trive. It takes careful, considerate 
and prayerful action to make it work. I have spoken up because the 
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Respondent Comment 
information sent to me was so consise that not to say something would 
have been really really wrong. Please know that you will be in prayers 
and one other thing we are all related the plants, the insects, the people, 
the air, the water and what we PEOPLE do affec! ts all and what 
happens to the rest happens to us. I lived in an area that was clear cut 
and I saw the effects on the people 30 years later... .not good. Thank 
you for your time in reading this. Happy Waters- Catron 
Remember not your own limitations, the help of God will come to you. 
Forget yourself, God’s help will surely come! When you call on the 
Mercy of God waiting to reinforce you, your strength will be tenford. 
- Abdul-Baha 

Donna Watson 
(Form Letter 1) 

Please provide an environmental statement. 

Elaine Whittlesy 
RR2 Box 211K 
Custer SD 57730 
 

There is so much of the Black Hills that needs your attention. For it is an 
urban forest and like it or not, thinning via logging should occur close to 
inhabited areas for fire control. This roadless, natural wilderness area 
should be the last place to concentrate thinning. If private property abuts 
then it is the owners responsibility to Take care of it. Furthermore the 
boundary dispute should be settled first. Since little of these kinds of 
regions in the Black Hills you should protect and preserve it. Valuable 
research can be done on forests of this area provided you support its 
purpose. Even Rep. Janklow supports the “scientific” method of 
managing forests, so why don’t you use it, Sand Creek, for the good of 
the Forest? Leave it as large as possible. Keep roads away, hiking trails 
only and make it a prime research project. As we know Science ,even 
forest science changes, evolves, given it has the tools to do it, Sand 
Creek could be one of your tools. 

Mary Wilson 
(Form Letter 1) 

Please send EIS 

Linda Winter 
Chaser 
701 E Washington 
Toledo IA 52342 

As a Lakota (Sioux) woman, the He Sapa or Black Hills as you may 
know it, are really special to my people. It was a place where one went 
to be rejuvenated or reenergized and also to obtain certain plants for 
use in everyday life. It is a place for the animals to live in beautiful 
harmony as well as the people. 
Unfortunately, today we cannot go there without having to pay fees for 
this and that, when once this land was there for us to use and take care 
of. 
Please do not destroy anymore of the land, someday Mother Earth will 
get tired of all of this that people do for money and their own greed and 
will shake herself once more to rid herself of all this negative energy. 

Bryan Wyberg 
(Form Letter 3) 

I hope that I am not wasting my time writing to provide comments on this 
matter. I have heard you will no longer invite citizen participation on 
Forest Service projects, this apparently due to the Bush Administration 
Forest Service finding itself caught unable to rationally respond to huge 
majorities opposed to its indefensible pro-industry positions. 
Nonetheless, I shall take my time to try, because I care so deeply about 
my National Forests. An especially those in the Black Hills I have visited 
numerous times. 

Mary Zimmerman 
(Form Letter 1) 

A nation as wealthy as ours should have no need to squander the small, 
yet precious treasures we have left in Roadless areas. 

Matthew 
Kauffmann 
(Form Letter 3) 

The Black Hills Forest is quite special to me and my family. We've spent 
many a summer there. 
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Category 3. Original Letters Requiring Response 
 
Category 3 letters are reproduced below with responses on facing page.  Comments are 
designated with the commentator’s name or organization acronym followed by the page 
number and comment number.  As an example, the designation SC-0105 indicates the 
fifth comment on page 1 of the Sierra Club’s comment letter.
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 1 
 
BCA-0101 
See response to comment 1A (p. D-2).    
 
BCA-0102 
The Cement project does not meet the criteria for automatic preparation of an EIS (40 
CFR 1508.4).  The Responsible Official will decide whether the effects analysis shows 
that significant effects may occur, in which case an EIS would be prepared.  If not, a 
Finding of No Significant Impact would be prepared and distributed. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 2 
 
See previous response page.    
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 3 
 
BCA-0301 
Historical literature for ponderosa pine ecosystems of the Black Hills and the West in 
general suggest that open, “park-like” forests were the norm, altered by periodic fires 
(Weaver 1951, 1959, Cooper 1960, 1961, Covington and Moore 1994).  Extensive 
literature and photographic documentation specific to the Black Hills (Jenney 1880, 
Graves 1899, Progulski 1974, Sieg 1992, Parrish et al. 1996, Ball and Shaefer 2000) suggest 
that, generally, ponderosa pine is denser and more extensive in the Black Hills now than 
historically.  Lastly, anecdotal evidence from older individuals who have lived in the 
northern Black Hills for their entire lives suggests that ponderosa pine has become 
denser and more extensive (Haiar, pers. comm. 2003, Reinecke, pers. comm. 2003).      
 
BCA-0302 
The action alternatives would retain all trees over 20” in diameter (EA pp. 33-34).  
Shelterwood seedcut and overstory removal prescriptions are proposed in stands with 
pine overstory currently at low to moderate density.  The majority of the dense, mature 
stands (structural stage 4C) proposed for treatment are proposed for thinning.  This 
treatment would remove the smaller trees to improve the growth and resistance to 
pathogens of the larger trees.  At this point, these stands are not considered old growth; 
the proposed thinning could facilitate development of old growth by allowing the 
remaining trees to grow larger rather than stagnating, or discourage development of old 
growth by removing trees that could otherwise become down woody debris or hosts for 
pathogens on which woodpeckers and other species feed.  On the general topic of 
mature stands (assumed for this discussion to be those with structural stage 4A, 4B, 4C, 
or 5), there is an excess of 4A and 4B stands in the project area (EA p. 51), and proposed 
treatments are concentrated in these stands to improve the balance of structural 
diversity.   
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 4 
 
BCA-0401 
See responses to comments BCA-0102, BCA-0302, and NECSJ-0202 (p. D-165).    



D-44  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 5 
 

 

B
C

A
-0

50
1 

B
C

A
-0

40
1 



Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-45 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 5 
 
BCA-0501 
See response to comment NECSJ-0202 (p. D-165). 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 6 
 
BCA-0601 
The Cement Hydrologist’s Report (project file), pp. 10-11, discusses BMP effectiveness.  
The Forest Monitoring Report (USDA Forest Service, 2001), p. 6, demonstrates the 
application and effectiveness of BMPs in Wyoming and South Dakota.  The results from 
monitoring of the Rednose Timber Sale indicate, with an effectiveness score of 0.82, that 
“field practices are meeting BMP requirements”.  Scores above 0.70 indicate compliance 
with BMPs.  The 79% value referenced by the respondent is in fact an application 
“score” of 0.79, and not a percentage of effectiveness.  The effectiveness score for timber 
sales in South Dakota is 0.80.  This is above the 0.70 threshold, and therefore indicates 
that field practices are meeting and occasionally exceeding state BMP requirements. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 7 
 
BCA-0701 
The Canyon/Nest decision was overturned on appeal due to errors in the analysis, 
including lack of existing condition description, discussion of BMP effectiveness, and 
adequate justification to support the conclusions reached (Canyon/Nest Decision Letter, 
September 12, 2002).  The Cement EA and supporting hydrologic documentation 
include these elements. 
 
Several issues related to water have appeared in local newspapers in the past year.  
Concerns about Rapid Creek in South Dakota were discussed in the Rapid City Journal 
in late January 2003.  Black Hills National Forest Hydrologist Monte Williams explains 
that road decommissioning and reconstruction can improve watershed condition.  Such 
activities are proposed in both action alternatives of the Cement project, particularly 
around the few perennial watercourses that exist in the analysis area.    
 
BCA-0702 
See response to comment 1A (p. D-2). 
 
Re footnote:  The boundary of the Sand Creek Inventoried Roadless Area has not 
changed since issuance of the Revised Forest Plan.  The boundary shown on p. C-22 of 
the Revised Forest Plan FEIS is the final boundary.  The GIS layer of this boundary 
indicates that the Roadless Area overlaps the Cement project area by approximately 20.8 
acres.  No activities are proposed in the overlap area.    
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 8 
 
See previous response page.
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 9 
 
BCA-0901 
See response to above comments, particularly BCA-0102. 
 
BCA-0902 
The range of alternatives for action in the Cement project area is based on public 
comment during project scoping and relevant issues.  Some of the alternatives requested 
by members of the public were dismissed from consideration for a variety of reasons 
(EA pp. 36-37 and Appendix B).  Elements of others were included in the alternatives 
considered in detail (EA pp. 14-27).  Several alternatives with no commercial timber 
harvest were requested in response to scoping, but no other alternatives that varied in 
level or type of timber harvest were requested. 
 
As stated on EA p. 23, the alternatives vary by approach to fuel treatment and travel 
management, since scoping results indicated a need to address these topics in alternative 
ways.  To clarify, proposed new road construction totals 3.8 miles.  Reconstruction is 
proposed on 63.4 miles. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 10 
 
BCA-0902 
See previous response page.
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 11 
 
BCA-1101 
Effects of treatments in goshawk PFAs are disclosed on pp. 61-68 of the EA. 
 
The alternatives analyzed in detail address the purpose of and need for action in the 
project area and respond to the relevant issues raised during public scoping (EA pp. 11-
12).  Description of the alternatives’ response to issues is found on EA pp. 19 and 24. 
 
Re “economy” of timber harvest (BCA p. 12-13):  As p. 12 shows, the complete statement 
is “timber harvest is an economical means of implementing many fuel reduction and 
habitat improvement projects.”  To clarify, timber harvest is often a more economical 
means of accomplishing fuel reduction and other projects than implementing the 
projects without sale of commercial timber.  Sale of the timber offsets the costs of the 
other projects and in some cases results in funds for this work (i.e. Knutsen-
Vandenberg).  If a fuel reduction or other project would remove timber in any case, sale 
of the timber helps pay for the project.  Proposed treatments in the Cement project area 
would accomplish a variety of goals; while production of timber is one of these goals, it 
would also be a means by which to accomplish many of the others.  
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 12 
 
BCA-1101 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 13 
 
BCA-1101 
See responses on pp. D-57 and D-57.  
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 14 
 
BCA-1401 
See response to BCA-0702 (p. D-49). 
 
BCA-1402 
The EA does not claim that thinning will create old growth forest.  Page 56 states 
“proposed thinning and fuel treatments would increase growth and decrease the 
likelihood that stands would be lost to insects or wildfire; these stands could develop 
closed-canopy late succession characteristics over time if future management retains the 
largest stems and relatively high basal area.”  The conclusion is that thinning can result 
in increased growth in remaining trees, leaving options for future management open; 
there is no inference that large tree diameter alone equates ecologically to old growth 
forest.         

Stands in which treatment is deferred under the Cement EA could be treated in the 
future.  There are no site-specific plans for future harvest at this time, and future forest-
wide and management area direction are not known. 

Project area old growth stands are described on EA p. 56.  These stands are structurally 
diverse with generally high crown closure and multiple canopy levels. 

 
BCA-1403 
The designated old growth stands north of Plato Gulch comprise the southwest and 
northwest aspects and top of a gently sloping ridge.  Three northern goshawk nests are 
known to exist within these stands.  Slope at the nests was measured at 8%, 12%, and 
17%.  Topography in this area is gently rolling.  Nests are located in areas with greater 
slope than what is generally available throughout the old growth stands.  Structural 
stage 4C stands are generally on gentle slopes, with the exception of those near the 
mouth of Surprise Gulch. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 15 
 
BCA-1501 
The largest old growth stands in the project area occur together in a contiguous block of 
321 acres.  Effects on black-backed and three-toed woodpeckers are discussed on EA pp. 
68 and 70.  Marten is discussed on EA p. 61. 
 
BCA-1502 
Treatments originally proposed in mixed pine/aspen/birch stands were dropped due to 
the potential sensitivity of this habitat and lack of evidence of succession (EA p. 16).  
Field examination showed that pine regeneration is occurring in the aspen stands in 
which removal of conifers is proposed (17 acres, or less than one percent of the 
hardwood acreage in the project area).  Effects on this habitat type would be very small.  
Potential effects on three-toed woodpecker are disclosed in the EA (p. 70).  Ovenbird 
and northern flying squirrel are not threatened, endangered, proposed, sensitive, or 
management indicator species and were not addressed in the analysis.  
 
BCA-1503 
See response to comment NECBB-0401 (p. D-141). 
 
BCA-1504 
EA cumulative effects discussions acknowledge the effects of livestock grazing.  The 
overall grazing program is outside the scope of this analysis. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 16 
 
BCA-1601 
Forest fragmentation is discussed in the Revised Forest Plan FEIS, pp. III-247 through 
III-275.  Stands proposed for harvest under the Cement EA have been harvested before.  
Proposed road closures would decrease disturbance.   
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 17 
 
BCA-1701 
Species viability across the National Forest is outside the scope of the Cement EA.   

Northern goshawks are known to use the Cement project area and have been observed 
nesting at several locations in recent years.  The District has in the past monitored and 
continues to monitor all known goshawk nests for nest site occupancy and productivity.  
Surveys for new nests are conducted using broadcast survey methodology based on 
Kennedy and Stahlecker (1993).  Experimental and correlative evidence exists that prey 
availability and predation limits goshawk recruitment and correlative evidence that 
density-dependent territoriality regulates population growth rate (Kennedy 2003).    

There is insufficient information available to make population trend determinations for 
the Black Hills.  Kennedy (1997, 1998) concluded there is no strong evidence to indicate 
that goshawk populations in the United States are declining, increasing, or stable 
(Kennedy 2003). 

Contrary to the commentator’s assertion, both known and potential nest sites would be 
protected under this project.  Known nest stands would be excluded from the project 
(standard 3108, EA p. 62).  Potential alternate nest stands would also be excluded.  
Where territories are not known to exist, the best potential nesting habitat would be 
protected. 

Nesting and post-fledging habitat would be protected and managed in compliance with 
the Revised Forest Plan and Phase 1 Amendment. 

Sufficiency of the Revised Forest Plan and Phase 1 Amendment is outside the scope of 
this analysis. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 18 
 
BCA-1701 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 19 
 
BCA-1901 
Vegetation structural stage data is displayed in more detail in the final Cement EA (pp. 
62-66).  Proposed activities would not reduce VSS 550 or 6 below the desired range, and 
in all cases these VSS classes would be at least as well represented in 20 years if the 
proposed treatments take place as compared to the no action alternative.  In several 
cases VSS 550 or 6 would be better represented in 20 years if proposed treatments take 
place, mainly due to proposed thinning that would allow increased tree growth.  
Furthermore, proposed activities would provide VSS 1, currently completely absent in 
most of the PFAs.  Patch clearcuts that would produce the VSS 1 would take place in 
VSS 4 stands, which occur in excess of the recommended distribution. 
 
BCA-1902 
See above response and response to comment BCA-1701. 
 
BCA-1903 
Bartelt (1977) reported goshawk nest sites in South Dakota were located on gentle (0-
40% slope) on north and east facing aspects or benches. 
 
Also see response to comment BCA-1403 (p. D-63).   
 
BCA-1904 
The quoted statement has been clarified (EA p. 67).  Stand-replacing fires destroy 
nesting habitat, as acknowledged above by the commentator (BCA-1701).  Wildfires can 
create other habitat components, though the utility to goshawks of interior areas of very 
large, intense fires is questionable.   
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 20 
 
BCA-2001 
See response to comment BCA-1701. 
 
BCA-2002 
The northern goshawk is currently considered sensitive in Forest Service Region 2 and is 
not listed as threatened, endangered, or proposed for listing.  The analysis conducted for 
the Cement EA followed Forest Service Manual direction for consideration of sensitive 
species.     
 
BCA-2003 
All proposed silvicultural treatments (EA pp. 14-15) would reduce stand density.  All 
except POL and precommercial thinning would remove some large trees, though the 
largest would be retained as noted in this comment.  Proposed acreage for each 
treatment is displayed on EA p. 38.  Effects on black-backed woodpecker were 
determined as discussed in the EA (p. 68) and project Wildlife Biological 
Evaluation/Biological Assessment.  
 
BCA-2004 
Black-backed woodpeckers are not common in the Black Hills and probably never were. 
However, black-backed woodpeckers are increasing across the BHNF (Panjabi 2003, M. 
Retter pers. corr. with C. Staab, 2003).  The prevalence of cavity nesting species on the 
Bearlodge District has been noted by other biologists (Loose pers. comm. 2003).  The 
project wildlife biologist’s observations across the Bearlodge District indicate cavity-
nesting species, including black-backed woodpeckers, appear to be more prevalent than 
in other areas of the National Forest.  This may be attributable to recently burned areas, 
large areas of storm damaged trees, and abundant coarse woody material, as well as the 
continued increase in mountain pine beetle activity across the District.   

Wedemeyer and Wedemeyer (1928) found this species to be more abundant in logged or 
burned stands.  In the Black Hills, Dykstra et al. (1999) observed more black-backed 
woodpeckers in harvested compared to unharvested stands.  This species has been 
found in both immature and mature stands with high (>60%) canopy cover (Mohren 
2001).  Mohren (2001) also suggested that human activity such as residential 
development, logging and roads do not have a direct effect on the location of black-
backed woodpeckers.  The habitat requirements suggested in the literature presented in 
this comment are not at issue.  There is, however, no evidence that the species is 
“suffering” or is imperiled.  Black-backed woodpeckers have persisted across the 
District, and there is no indication that they will not continue to do so; in fact, studies 
show numbers are increasing.
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 21 
 
BCA-2101 
See responses to comments BCA-1402 (p. D-63) and NECBB-0501 (p. D-143). 
 
BCA-2102 
Three-toed woodpeckers are strongly associated with spruce habitat (Pettingill and 
Whitney 1965, Anderson 2002, Panjabi 2003).  There is no white spruce habitat within 
the project area.  Three-toed woodpeckers have not been documented in the project area, 
and suitable habitat does not exist. 

Anderson (2002) states that three-toed woodpeckers are negatively affected by logging 
and fire suppression if these activities reduce the number of snags present in the 
landscape.  She further states that prescribed fires will likely benefit these birds 
(Anderson 2002).  Proposed activities would not reduce the number of snags present in 
the project area (EA pp. 56-59).   

The commentator asserts the importance of natural disturbance dynamics for ensuring 
woodpecker persistence in managed forests.  The occurrence of timber harvest or 
prescribed burning in some stands does not mean that natural disturbance dynamics 
stop across the project area.  Natural processes continue in both human-altered and non-
altered stands.  Wildfires will continue to occur, storms and wind events will kill trees 
and create snags, and mountain pine beetles will continue to infest trees.  The proposed 
activities would not substantially affect the project area’s ability to support 
woodpeckers. 
 
BCA-2103 
White spruce is known to occur within approximately 10 miles of the project area.  See 
previous comment and response to comment NECBB-0401 (p. D-141). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-79 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 22 
 
BCA-2201 
Cumulative effects on flammulated owl are discussed on EA p. 71.  Given the species’ 
habitat preferences, there is no indication that forest management presents a risk to its 
occurrence in the Black Hills. 
 
BCA-2201 
There are no pygmy nuthatch records on the Bearlodge Ranger District.  The project 
wildlife biologist assumed that this species could occur in the project area based on its 
habitat requirements.  The EA (p. 76) presents reasoned discussion of the potential 
direct, indirect and cumulative effects on the pygmy nuthatch, and makes a 
determination of effects based on the limited information that is known about this 
species.  Proposed projects may adversely impact individuals and would likely have 
some beneficial impacts by providing preferred habitat.  Because this bird is evidently so 
rare, the possibility of adversely impacting an individual bird is remote.   

Species viability across the Forest is outside the scope of this analysis.   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-81 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 23 
 
BCA-2301 
The EA (p. 77) presents a reasoned discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects on the fringed-tailed myotis and makes a determination of effects based on 
information on this species.  Proposed projects may adversely impact individuals and 
will likely have some beneficial impacts by providing preferred habitat.  Proposed 
activities would comply with Revised Forest Plan snag direction (EA pp. 56-59).   

Based on comparison with published literature and locally conducted studies, the 
commentator appears to overemphasize the use and importance of snags for this 
species.  Snags are not the only potential habitat for day and nighttime roosting.  In fact, 
capture of this species in the Black Hills (Tigner 2003) and radio-telemetry studies 
(Cryan and Bogan 1996) suggest that rock and soil crevices are of primary importance.  
While there are no known caves or mines within the project area, rocky cliff habitat is 
present with crevices that could be used for roosting.  None of the alternatives propose 
activities that would affect cliffs or other rocky areas.   
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 24 
 
BCA-2401 
Because there is no data on red-bellied snake hibernacula in the project area, there is no 
guarantee that road construction would not take place between wetlands and 
hibernacula.  Most of the proposed construction is, however, located on ridgetops or 
near the top of gentle slopes.  Road reconstruction would not affect connectivity 
between hibernacula and wetlands and riparian areas.  
 
BCA-2402 
Proposed activities differ from much of the management conducted in the past as stated 
in the section quoted from the EA: prescribed fire and road closures.  Fire has generally 
been excluded for many years, and more roads have been constructed than closed.  The 
effects of fire and road closure would be expected to benefit red-bellied snakes (EA p. 
78).   
 
BCA-2403 
The EA presents a reasoned discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on 
the tawny crescent and makes a determination of effects based on information available 
for this species.  Suitable habitat within the project area includes draw bottoms, meadow 
openings, roads, trails, and open forests.  Suitable habitat has declined with the general 
increase in forest density and continuity caused by fire exclusion.  The proposed 
activities would protect or enhance habitat for the tawny crescent.  

It is common knowledge that if pine overstory is removed in the Black Hills, understory 
production will subsequently increase (Uresk and Severson 1989).  Smooth blue aster is 
a common, early successional plant throughout the Black Hills and the Cement area in 
open forests, clearings, meadows, and grassland habitats (Larson and Johnson 1989).  If 
overstory trees are removed, growth of smooth blue aster and other shade-intolerant 
pioneering plants in the understory will be encouraged.  

Creation of openings would benefit this species of butterfly because of its habitat 
requirements.  Neither the butterfly nor its larval host plant is found in dense wooded 
habitat.  The body of literature supports the theory that logging and moderate grazing 
are beneficial to many butterfly species, including the tawny crescent.       
 
BCA-2404 
This species has been observed in the project area near Bear Lake (T51N R61W sec. 25).  
No activities are proposed at this location. 
 
BCA-2405 
See hydrology discussion on EA pp. 98-103.  The EA does not state that this project 
would be likely to increase water yield measurably or that any increase in water yield 
would translate to springs or seeps.  
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 25 
 
BCA-2501 
Mitigation related to land snails (EA p. 33) has been modified. 
 
BCA-2502 
No construction of new roads is proposed where land snail colonies are known to exist.  
Many of the snail colonies documented by Frest and Johannes (1993, 2000) are adjacent 
to roads, suggesting that these species may not be overly vulnerable to road-related edge 
effect.  The cited study (60-meter buffer suggestion) was conducted in the southern 
Rocky Mountains and may or may not be applicable to the Black Hills.  Phase 1 
Amendment direction requires that snail colonies identified by Frest be “protected from 
adverse effects of livestock use and other management activities” (Revised Forest Plan 
standard 3103), and this is the direction that would be followed under this project.   
 
BCA-2503 
The Cement EA presents a reasoned discussion of the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
effects on Cooper’s Rocky Mountain snail and Cockerell’s striate disc snail and makes a 
determination of effects based on information on these species.  Only one site in the 
Cement area is known to contain Cooper’s Rocky Mountain snail; no Cockerell’s striate 
disc snails have been found in the project area.   

Of the 13 documented snail colonies within the project area, three are in the vicinity of 
proposed prescribed burns.  None of these colonies contains sensitive snail species.  No 
actions would occur at colony sites or in a buffer to be placed around each colony.  
Buffer size would be determined on a case-by-case basis depending on the size of the 
colony, the potential for adjacent areas to provide snail habitat, and the potential for 
negative impacts to that specific colony.  This mitigation measure has been clarified in 
the EA (p. 33). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-87 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 26 
 
BCA-2601 
See response to BCA-2501 (p. D-85). 
 
BCA-2602 
As stated on EA p. 84, a literature review (Hejl et al. 1995) found that every study on the 
effects of timber harvesting in the Rocky Mountains suggested that brown creepers are 
less abundant in harvested than unharvested stands, not that they are “only found in 
unmanaged stands” as stated by the commentator.  In the Black Hills, Panjabi (2003) has 
found the species to occur in greatest density in late-succession pine and white spruce.  
Late-succession pine stands in the Cement project area would not be affected under any 
alternative (EA p. 56).  Approximately 15% of the other existing acreage of dense, 
mature pine would be affected, mainly by thinning from below.  In these stands, basal 
area would decrease to 60-80 ft.2 per acre, and crown closure would decrease to 40-70%.  
This treatment would moderately open the stands, but the large-tree component would 
remain (EA p. 14-15) and all existing snags would be left standing unless they posed a 
safety hazard.  Because this treatment would take place on a relatively small percentage 
of the existing dense, mature stands, would not substantially change the overall 
character of the stands, and would have the benefit of increasing the likelihood that the 
stands could withstand fire or insect attack, the risk to brown creeper across the project 
area was considered to be minimal.  Following thinning, density of treated stands would 
once again increase.  Future activity in these stands is not known at this time; analysis of 
the project area is planned to occur, but the exact location of treatments and the 
standards and guidelines that may be in place at that time are not currently known.         
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-89 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 27 
 
BCA-2701 
Description of rationale for not analyzing effects on American marten has been 
expanded (EA p. 61).  See also response to comment NECBB-0401 (p. D-141). 
 
BCA-2702 
As stated on EA p. 33, known populations of sensitive plants and high-potential 
sensitive plant habitat would be protected from disturbance, i.e. no activities would take 
place in these areas.   

Referenced mitigation has been changed to reflect the fact that no activities would take 
place in high-potential sensitive plant habitat (EA pp. 32-33).   
    
BCA-2703 
The mitigation measure states “If…it is in the government’s best interest to leave 
unharvested a portion of the timber sale in order to protect the site or population…”  
The commentator has interpreted this as meaning that the site would only be protected 
if the government would benefit.  This is not the intended meaning; protection of such 
sites is not discretionary.  The statement means that leaving a portion of the timber sale 
unharvested may not be the only way to protect the site.  This may be more applicable to 
heritage resources than biological (the mitigation measure refers to both).  Heritage 
resource sites can sometimes be protected through means other than dropping the 
activity, such as protecting a road in which cultural artifacts have been found by plating 
it prior to use by heavy equipment.  Discovery of a population of a sensitive plant 
species not known to be beneficially affected by disturbance would result in avoidance 
of the site, i.e. no timber harvest.    
 
BCA-2704 
No activities are proposed in any high-potential sensitive plant habitat.  Initially the 
project proposed activities in some of these areas, but these treatments were dropped 
(see EA p. 16).  Possible high-potential habitat outside the areas originally proposed for 
treatment was not surveyed, and no treatments were added in the unsurveyed areas.   
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 28 
 
BCA-2801 
Contrary to the commentator’s assertion, the EA states that some hardwoods 
(particularly birch and mixed birch/aspen) in this area may generally not be seral to 
pine (EA pp. 16, 94).  Originally proposed treatments were dropped for this reason. 

The cited statement reads “Suppression of fire has resulted in more continuous forest 
cover, increasing the danger of large fires and possibly reducing water available to other 
species and systems” (EA p. 89).  This statement refers to general forest cover, not 
sensitive plant habitat.  It means that, because the Black Hills forest is more horizontally 
continuous as compared to historic conditions, wildfires may encounter few unforested 
areas and potentially grow large.  
 
BCA-2802 
See responses to BCA-2702 through 2801. 
 
BCA-2803 
Analysis of effects on botanical resources did not address rare communities, including 
montane grasslands.  The analysis focused on sensitive plant species and habitat (which 
often, but not always, overlap with rare communities).  The report referenced in this 
comment is “Survey of Black Hills Montane Grasslands” (February 25, 2000), prepared 
by Hollis Marriott for the South Dakota Department of Game, Fish and Parks.  The 
montane grassland vegetation type is considered imperiled at the state and global level 
(Natural Heritage Network, The Nature Conservancy).  The report concluded that seven 
of 93 potential sites in the Black Hills are of sufficient quality to qualify as conservation 
targets.  Among the seven sites is an 80-acre area on Cement Ridge.  This site would be 
excluded from any treatment.  
 
BCA-2804 
The EA considers BMPs to be design criteria.  The effectiveness of BMPs is well 
established through numerous studies in several different climates and forest types.  
Schuler and Briggs (Northern Journal of Applied Forestry, 2000) indicate a statistically 
significant relationship between BMP application and sediment movement.  An audit 
team consisting of members from the USDA Forest Service, USDA NRCS, Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality, and the University of Wyoming conducted the 
fieldwork for the BMP monitoring report published by the Wyoming Timber Industry 
Association in 2000/2001.  Therefore, the Black Hills National Forest has no reason to 
question the accuracy or validity of the findings of this report.  The report finds that 
audited timber sales in Wyoming meet or exceed the effectiveness standards set forth by 
the BMP handbook on 93% of the sites monitored, and on all 114 of 114 sites monitored 
on federally managed land. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 29 
 
BCA-2901 
The crossing of Pole Cabin Gulch by the newly proposed road can be designed to 
comply with Forest Plan standard 1203.  Effects to the stream would be sediment-related 
only, and would only be realized during construction and stabilization of the road fill.  
Revegetation of the fill would be completed within 6 months (standard 1110), and 
sediment input would occur following periods of log truck traffic and runoff events.  
The road itself would be located uphill from and out of the draw bottom.  Proper design 
of the road would prevent erosion of the cut, fill, and road surface.  These prevention 
efforts would keep sediment from reaching the draw bottom.  The road would also be 
designed to allow proper flow of hillslope runoff and subsurface flow to travel from 
uphill to the draw bottom. 
 
BCA-2902 
One new road/creek crossing would be created, and one old crossing would be 
eliminated.  Neither of these crossings would generate watershed effects for Sand Creek, 
located several miles downstream.  Other roads that would be built total about 3.8 miles.  
Roads to be put in storage total about 13 miles, and roads to be decommissioned total 
about 23 miles.  These details and the benefits of road decommissioning are discussed on 
p. 20 of the draft EA.  With an overall reduction of open road miles and actual road 
miles, watershed effects from roads are expected to be reduced.  Additional 
rehabilitation efforts at individual road/stream crossings will further reduce effects. 
 
BCA-2903 
The Revised Forest Plan associates fire risk with fire occurrence.  Records of fire activity 
show that 55 fires occurred in the project area between 1970 and 2001.  Seven fires were 
one acre or more in size.  Two human-caused fires are included, with the largest fire 
being 6 acres.  

Roads that allow suppression forces to move quickly also allow easy access by the 
public.  Easier access increases the potential for human-caused fires (EA p. 101).  The 
risk of human-caused fire in the Cement project area is difficult to quantify.  Historic 
records suggest that risk is not high.  The models used to analyze this project area 
assumed that a fire would spread from the southwest to the northeast, as most large 
fires on record in the northern Black Hills have done.  In the project area, a large stand-
replacing fire would likely spread from an area that has no permanent human habitation 
into an area with groups of dwellings or individual ranch homes and associated 
buildings.  

The crown fire hazard analysis for the Cement project area indicates that some of the 
southeast, south, and southwest aspects with a crown closure of at least 45% and crown 
base heights of 14 feet or less have the potential to transition from the surface to the 
canopy, with a crowning index (wind speed) about 4 mph.  
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-95 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 30 
 
BCA-3001 
The determination on lynx made by the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service is outside the scope 
of this analysis.  See also Revised Forest Plan FEIS Appendix H. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 31 
 
BCA-3001 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 32 
 
BCA-3001 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 33 
 
BCA-3001 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 34 
 
BCA-3001 
See previous response page. 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 35 
 
BCA-3001 
See previous response page. 
 
BCA-3501 
(No response needed) 
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 36 
 
BCA-3601 
Since the dipper had been proposed for emergency listing under the ESA, the Forest 
Service deemed it prudent to evaluate the possible impacts of the project on that species.  
The northern flying squirrel is not in that same position.  While this species’ status may 
or may not change in the future, the current status doesn't necessarily warrant any 
special analysis. 
 
BCA-3602 
There is no indication that any of the proposed treatments would degrade aspen stands 
(EA pp. 52, 56) or negatively affect species associated with aspen (EA pp. 87-88). 
 
BCA-3603 
Panjabi (2003) states that American kestrel is associated with open country and is 
probably more abundant on the prairie surrounding the Black Hills.  Johnson and 
Anderson (2002) found that no population trend can be discerned on the Black Hills 
National Forest based on available information.  Forest-wide loss of suitable habitat is 
outside the scope of this project.  The kestrel has not been identified as being at risk 
(threatened, endangered, sensitive, etc.) or a species of other interest for this project area. 
 
BCA-3604 
Western wood-pewee has not been identified as being at risk (threatened, endangered, 
sensitive, etc.) or a species of other interest for this project area.  Population viability 
across the Forest is outside the scope of this analysis.  
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USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 37 
 
BCA-3701 
Viability of these species across the Forest is outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
BCA-3702 
Livestock grazing is outside the scope of this analysis.  Possible effects of the proposed 
activities on riparian areas are discussed on EA pp. 99 and 102. 
 
BCA-3703 
Under Alternatives 2 and 3, off-road vehicle use would be prohibited in Management 
Area 4.1 (7.6% of the project area).  Since Revised Forest Plan direction leaves 
Management Area 5.1 open to off-road motorized travel, users may well continue to 
create travelways where resources (soil, water, vegetation) could be damaged.  Off-road 
vehicle use could increase in harvested timber sale units as vegetation is thinned.  User-
created travelways are often subject to soil loss as erosion occurs.  Wildlife can be 
negatively affected by the presence of these travelways due to easier hunting access and 
disturbance during critical times.  
 
If the motorized closure in Management Area 4.1 is implemented, conflicts between 
motorized and non-motorized users would decrease.  The emphasis of the area would 
be for non-motorized activities.  Conflicts between user groups would be likely to 
continue in Management Area 5.1 until Revised Forest Plan direction is changed. 
 
BCA-3704 
See economic efficiency discussion in the Revised Forest Plan FEIS.    
 



 

D-110  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 
Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 38 
 

 

B
C

A
-3

70
4 

B
C

A
-3

80
1 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-111 

 
USFS Response – Biodiversity Conservation Alliance p. 38 
 
BCA-3801 
See response to comment 2B (p. D-5). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-119 

 
USFS Response – Black Hills Forest Resource Association p. 1 
 
BHFRA-0101 
As discussed earlier, interpretation of objective 211 is not at the discretion of the 
Bearlodge Ranger District. 
 
BHFRA-0102 
Habitat effectiveness (HE) values for deer and elk are exceeded under current conditions 
only for Management Area 5.1 and are below Revised Forest Plan objectives for 
Management Area 4.1 (EA p. &&).  The HE numbers generated by the HABCAP model 
should be interpreted as absolute values only with caution; the model’s greatest utility is 
in comparison of alternatives via relative differences in values.  The Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department (WGFD) is very concerned with the high mileage of open roads in 
the project area and the influence it has on security cover (Sandrini 2001).  HABCAP is 
suggesting habitat can be improved for deer and elk under Alternatives 2 and 3. 
 
WGFD population estimates exist for mule deer and white-tailed deer, but on a large 
area of which the Cement project area is only a small part.  Mule deer are currently at 
the population objective (20,000 individuals) and white-tailed deer are below the 
objective (24,229 individuals with an objective of 40,000).  There are no population 
estimates for elk and wild turkey, but these species are believed to be increasing.   
 
BHFRA-0103 
While the suggested objectives were not identified as high-priority reasons for action in 
the project area, many of these issues would be addressed by the project. 
 
Objective 108:  “Manage for sustained or improved water flows.” 

As stated on EA p.&& (was 96), none of the alternatives would be expected to 
affect water flow volumes.  The FEIS for the Revised Forest Plan indicates that in 
order to produce a measurable increase in water yield in small watersheds such 
as those comprising the Cement project area, basal area would need to be 
reduced by at least 25%.  Furthermore, any increase in water yield is unlikely to 
be sustained due to pine regeneration and increased growth of other vegetation 
following timber harvest.  Groundwater recharge, water yield, and streamflow 
regimes are discussed further in the FEIS, pp. III-37 through III-59.   

  
Objective 205:  “Restore grassland (meadow and prairie) communities across the forest 
by 10 percent over 1995 conditions.  Determine the restoration potential on a site-specific 
basis based on landform and soils.” 

No opportunities for grassland restoration were identified in the project area. 
 
Objective 229:  “Using analyses of insect and disease populations, determine where 
suppression strategies are needed to meet management objectives and minimize value 
loss of tree vegetation affected by outbreaks of insect and disease pests.” 

The EA includes provisions to suppress mountain pine beetle infestations (p.&). 
(continued on p. D-121) 
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USFS Response – Black Hills Forest Resource Association p. 2 
 
BHFRA-0103, continued 
Objective 230:  “Eradicate or limit spread (acres) of new introductions of non-native 
pests (insects, diseases, plants) to minimize ecosystem disruption.”  
Objective 231:  “Prevent new infestations and manage to reduce established infestations 
of noxious weeds.  Treat 3,600 acres per year during the next ten years to limit noxious 
weed infestations.” 

Mitigation and design criteria (EA p. 29) are included to minimize new 
infestations.  The overall program of noxious weed control on the National Forest 
is outside the identified scope of this project.  
 

Objective 601:  “Strive to reduce net costs of both market and non-market programs.” 
The proposals strive to implement the Revised Forest Plan in an economical 
manner.  Commercial timber harvest can be an efficient way to meet Revised 
Forest Plan goals and provides funds (e.g., Knutsen-Vandenberg) to accomplish 
a variety of objectives.  The District proposed actions in the project area as 
necessary given Forest Plan direction, existing conditions, and applicable laws 
and regulations.    

 
Objective 901:  “Provide customers the kind and quality of services they reasonably 
want.”  

The intention of the public involvement process (EA pp. 10-11) is to make the 
project responsive to public desires and concerns.    

 
BHFRA-0104 
The target figures for road construction, reconstruction, obliteration, and two-track 
obliteration have not yet been achieved during this planning period (Black Hills 
National Forest Fiscal Year 2001 Monitoring Report, Monitoring Item 32).  
 
BHFRA-0201 
Structural stage reflects only one aspect of ecosystem composition.  It is not logical to 
conclude that “biodiversity can only increase from where it is” based solely on structural 
stage data.  This analysis measures biodiversity by the extent to which suitable habitat is 
present for a variety of sensitive and management indicator species, forest overstory 
species and structural diversity, and presence of unusual habitats, vegetation 
communities, and species of plants and animals.  Effects of proposed actions on 
biodiversity are measured by the extent to which actions would change habitat for or 
pose a risk to individuals or populations of sensitive or management indicator species, 
increase or decrease forest species and structural diversity, and affect unusual habitats.  
 
BHFRA-0203 
Engineering needs for the roads are determined in the field during the EA process.  The 
Forest Service is required to plan, design and construct timber sale roads to standards 
and design criteria in accordance with the procedures and considerations in Forest  

(continued on p. D-123) 



 

D-122  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 
Black Hills Forest Resource Association p. 3 
 

 

B
H

FR
A

-
03

01
 

B
H

FR
A

-
03

02
 

B
H

FR
A

-
03

03
 

B
H

FR
A

-
03

04
 

B
H

FR
A

-
03

05
 

B
H

FR
A

-0
30

6 
B

H
FR

A
-0

30
7 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-123 

 
USFS Response – Black Hills Forest Resource Association p. 3 
 
BHFRA-0203, continued 
Service Handbook 7709.56, Chapter 4, Road Preconstruction Handbook.  The roads are 
designed to selected standards for the intended use, giving consideration to the 
following: 
1. Safety 
2. Impacts on land and resources 
3. Cost of transportation 

 
Roads required for long-term transportation are “specified” roads.  Roads needed for 
only one entry or use are considered “temporary” roads.  Specified roads requiring 
reconstruction prior to use may be closed following the project to protect the road from 
damage and to minimize costs of future use.  It is not wise economically or in the 
government’s best interest to use temporary roads when access will be needed again at 
some point in the future.  The Roads Analysis Process (see Miscellaneous Report FS-643, 
USDA Forest Service 1999) was used to determine the road system for the Cement EA 
area.  This process allows all members of the planning team to provide input on 
management of roads in the analysis area.  
 
BHFRA-0301 
Prescribed burn plans would be prepared prior to any burn (EA p. 28) in part to assure 
compliance with guideline 4108. 
 
BHFRA-0304 
See site-specific mitigation/design criteria on pp. 34-35 of the EA. 
 
BHFRA-0306 
As indicated on p. 52 of the EA, structural stage 4C stands would decrease by 264 acres 
(16%) under either action alternative, and structural stage 4B stands would decrease by 
362 acres (8%).  Stands not proposed for treatment have no silvicultural need for 
treatment at this time, are unsuitable for timber harvest or inaccessible, or would be 
retained as habitat for or to reduce disturbance of various species of unusual plants or 
wildlife.   
 
BHFRA-0307 
See clarification on p. 48 of the EA. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-125 

 
USFS Response – Black Hills Forest Resource Association p. 4 
 
BHFRA-0401 
Specific data used in the economic analysis has been provided to the commentator.
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USFS Response – Crook County Commissioners 
 
No response necessary.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-129 
 

 
USFS Response – Don Duerr p. 1 
 
Duerr-0101 
Population viability across the Forest is outside the scope of this analysis.  The Forest is 
addressing this issue through monitoring (see annual Monitoring Reports).   
 
Duerr-0102 
None of the alternatives proposes cutting of old growth forest or creation of large 
openings.  The patch clearcuts proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 would create small 
grass/forb openings in conifer stands (EA pp. 61-68), providing structural diversity and 
foraging habitat in goshawk post-fledging areas that currently have little of this type of 
habitat.  These cuts would take place mainly in structural stages 4A and 4B (mature, 
low- to moderate-density forest).   
 
In the northwest part of the project area, thinning would take place in parts of four 
blocks of 4C stands.  Smaller-diameter trees would be cut to increase growth of 
remaining trees.  4C pine would decrease by about 18% under either action alternative.  
The biological evaluation/biological assessment prepared for this project concluded 
that, while the proposed activities could negatively affect individuals of various species, 
they were not likely to cause a loss of viability on the project area nor cause a trend to 
federal listing or a loss of species viability range-wide.   
 
Duerr-0103 
See EA pp. 27, 46.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-131 
 

 
USFS Response – Don Duerr p. 2 
 
Duerr-0201 
EIS:  See response to comment 2B (p. D-5). 
Sufficiency of the Revised Forest Plan is outside the scope of this analysis.  
 
Duerr-0202 
The legislation referred to (P.L. 107-206) does not apply to the project area and is outside 
the scope of this analysis.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-133 
 

 
 
USFS Response – Don Duerr p. 3 
 
Duerr-0301 
40 CFR 1503.4 states, in part: 

“(a) An agency preparing a final environmental impact statement shall  
assess and consider comments both individually and collectively, and  
shall respond by one or more of the means listed below, stating its  
response in the final statement. Possible responses are to… 

“(5) Explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response,  
citing the sources, authorities, or reasons which support the agency's  
position and, if appropriate, indicate those circumstances which would  
trigger agency reappraisal or further response.” 

     
Pages D-129 and D-131 address Mr. Duerr’s comments and, where no further response is 
warranted, explain why.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-135 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 1 
 
NECBB-0101 
There are no Indian Tribes that currently have hunting and fishing rights, gathering 
rights, water rights, or any other treaty rights on the Black Hills National Forest. 

The Fort Laramie Treaty of 1851 recognized the territory of the Cheyenne and Arapahoe 
to include most of Colorado east of the foothills of the Rocky Mountains, the 
northwestern part of Kansas, the southwest corner of Nebraska, and the southeast 
corner of Wyoming.  It also acknowledged the territory of the "Sioux or Dacotah Nation" 
to include all of South Dakota west of the Missouri River, including the Black Hills, and 
parts of southern North Dakota, northwestern Nebraska, eastern Wyoming, and 
southeastern Montana. 

In 1970, the Indian Claims Commission interpreted the "Sioux or Dacotah Nation" to 
mean the Teton and Yankon only, since the Yanktonai and Santee Sioux were not 
signatories to the treaty.  In many court decisions dealing with the treaty it has been held 
that it did not take any lands away from the Indians but merely "recognized the title of 
certain signatory tribes on the basis of the territory which they used and occupied." 

In the Ft. Laramie Treaty of April 29, 1868 (15 Stat. 635), the United States promised the 
Sioux Nation that the Great Sioux Reservation, including the Black Hills, would be "set 
apart for the absolute and undisturbed use and occupation of the Indians named(.)"  
Within a decade, however, the Act of February 28, 1877 (19 Stat. 254), abrogated the Ft. 
Laramie Treaty and the Indians' claim to the Black Hills land.  The Act ratified an 
agreement made between the Federal Government and some of the adult male Sioux 
population to cede the Black Hills to the United States in exchange for subsistence 
rations and other considerations. 

After nearly 60 years of litigation, the Supreme Court in United States v. Sioux Nation of 
Indians (65 L.Ed. 2d844; 100 S.Ct. 2716 (1980), held that the 1877 Act constituted a taking 
which implied a right to just compensation under the Fifth Amendment.  The Court 
affirmed an Indian Claims Commission's award of $17.1 million, plus interest at the 
annual rate of 5 percent dating from 1877. 

On July 18, 1980, the Oglala Tribe filed a complaint in U.S. District Court for return of 
the Black Hills, additional damages, and a restraining order on payment of the previous 
award.  The court dismissed this complaint for lack of jurisdiction, whereupon the 
Oglala Sioux Tribe appealed to the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals.  On June 1, 1981, the 
circuit court affirmed the District Court's dismissal because Congress had established 
the Indian Claims Commission as the exclusive remedy for the claim (see Oglala Sioux 
Tribe v. United States, No. 80-1878, slip op. at 2-3, note 4 (8th Cir. 1981)).  Since the 
Indian Claims Commission has already disposed of the Indian claims to the Black Hills, 
the decision in Oglala Sioux means there is no legal Indian right to ownership or 
permanent occupation of the Black Hills under the 1868 Treaty. 

The Black Hills National Forest has neither the authority nor the need to establish or re-
establish a Presidential Commission to determine compensation to be paid Sioux Tribes  

continued on p. D-137 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-137 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 2 
 
NECBB-0101, continued 
under the 1851 and 1868 treaties.  All compensation claims under these treaties were 
addressed in 1980 by the Indian Claims Commission, and the Tribes have exhausted all 
Court remedies available for resolution of their claim.  Only Congress has authority to 
transfer ownership of the Black Hills National Forest to the Sioux Tribes.  Until Congress 
takes such action, the Forest Service must continue management in accordance with the 
direction of Congress.  The Forest will continue to make payments to counties in 
accordance with statutory direction provided by the Congress of the United States. 
 
NECBB-0201 
For a discussion of American Indian issues on the scale referenced in this comment, see 
pp. III-507 through III-509 and F-1 through F-5 of the Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Black Hills National Forest 1996 Revised Land and Resource 
Management Plan.  There is no evidence that the Cement project would have 
disproportionate impacts on American Indian or any other minority populations. 
 
NECBB-0202 
Executive Order 13007 states, in part: 
“Section 1. Accommodation of Sacred Sites. (a) In managing Federal lands, each executive branch agency with 
statutory or administrative responsibility for the management of Federal lands shall, to the extent 
practicable, permitted by law, and not clearly inconsistent with essential agency functions, (1) accommodate 
access to and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian religious practitioners and (2) avoid adversely 
affecting the physical integrity of such sacred sites. Where appropriate, agencies shall maintain the 
confidentiality of sacred sites…  

“iii. "Sacred site" means any specific, discrete, narrowly delineated location on Federal land that is 
identified by an Indian tribe, or Indian individual determined to be an appropriately authoritative 
representative of an Indian religion, as sacred by virtue of its established religious significance to, or 
ceremonial use by, an Indian religion; provided that the tribe or appropriately authoritative 
representative of an Indian religion has informed the agency of the existence of such a site.” 

 
The Forest Service is not aware of any such sacred sites in the Cement project area.  
Tribal governments and other tribal organizations were consulted during preparation of 
this project.  Mitigation on p. 28 of the EA provides protection for any heritage resource 
sites discovered during implementation of the project. 
 
NECBB-0203 
See response to comment NECBB-0101. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-139 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 3 
 
NECBB-0301 
The Forest monitors populations of all species of birds of which sufficient numbers are 
observed, not just Management Indicator Species.  Bird population monitoring results 
are discussed in “Monitoring the Birds of the Black Hills: Year 1” (Panjabi 2001) and 
“Monitoring the Birds of the Black Hills: Year 2” (Panjabi 2003) and summarized in the 
Black Hills Forest Plan Monitoring and Evaluation Report for fiscal year 2001.   

The Cement EA addresses effects on pygmy nuthatch on p. 76.  The analysis of effects is 
based on applicable published literature.  While data on existing snags are not available, 
the EA (pp. 33-34) contains provisions for 1) retention of all existing snags that do not 
pose a threat to safety and 2) retention of large-diameter live trees in sufficient numbers 
to provide over time the density of large snags directed by the Revised Forest Plan 
(standard 2301). 

“Weakening” of or deviation from Revised Forest Plan wildlife-related direction is not 
proposed under this project and was not proposed in the project scoping letter.  

HABCAP is used only for assessing deer and elk habitat capability (p. Appendix 18, 
Decision Notice, Phase 1 Amendment, Black Hills National Forest 1996 Revised Land 
and Resource Management Plan). 

No activities are proposed in existing old growth habitat (EA p. 56).  Many stands that 
could develop into old growth habitat over time would remain after implementation of 
either action alternative.   

Fragmentation is discussed in the EIS for the Revised Forest Plan, pages III-247 to 275.  
This project is within the scope of the Forest Plan analysis and contains no unusual or 
extraordinary features or circumstances.  Fragmentation has been studied and raised as 
an issue in Europe, deciduous forests of eastern North America, and to some extent in 
the Pacific Northwest, but the Black Hills area is unlike these areas in that the historic 
landscape pattern contained patchy, mature forest separated by grassy areas or parks.   
 
 
 



 

D-140  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 
Native Ecosystems Council (Brian Brademeyer) p. 4 
 

 

N
EC

B
B

-0
30

1 
N

EC
B

B
-0

40
1 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-141 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 4 
 
NECBB-0401 
Monitoring:  See response to NECBB-0301. 

Marten habitat:  In the Black Hills, American marten are associated with spruce habitat 
(Black Hills National Forest 1996 Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, Phase 1 
Amendment Environmental Assessment, p. 91).  As indicated on EA p. 50, spruce is not 
found in the project area.     

Surface water flow in the project area is discussed on EA p. 94.  There are no known 
records of fish in the project area or perennial surface water flows in the project area 
being connected to perennial surface flows that exist outside the project area.   

There is no evidence that habitat for MIS excluded from detailed analysis has been lost; 
rather, it appears never to have existed or not to have existed within recorded Black 
Hills history.  This discussion has been added to the EA (pp. 83-84).  

HABCAP model documentation is available from the Forest Supervisor’s Office, Custer, 
South Dakota. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-143 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 5 
 
NECBB-0501 
The EA does not assert that stand-replacing fire is a result only of such natural processes 
as insect-caused tree mortality; these processes do, however, influence the intensity and 
potential for spread of fire. 

Population trends of snag-associated species:  See response to NECBB-0301.  Snag 
habitat is addressed on EA pp. 33-34 and 56-59. 

The EA does not assume that no additional timber harvest will take place in the project 
area in the next 20 years.  More timber harvest may take place in the area before 2023, 
but no proposal exists at this time.  Past harvest levels do not guarantee future events.  
Increasing the difficulty of predicting the nature of potential future timber harvest is the 
possibility that the management emphasis of the area and Forest Plan standards and 
guidelines may change.  The location and level of any potential activities are speculative 
at this time; as the green tree retention calculations on EA pp. 57 and 59 are based on 
stand-specific data, there is no way to take into account potential activities for which 
site-specific data is not available.  The EA has, however, been modified to acknowledge 
the possibility that potential future harvest could affect the modeled values in ways not 
foreseeable based on available information (EA p. 57).   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-145 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 6 
 
NECBB-0601 
The Forest Vegetation Simulator bases projections of future stand composition on factors 
calculated from stand-specific statistics derived from field inventory, including: 
probable rate of growth under existing conditions, expected rate of growth under 
proposed conditions, probable rate of mortality in various cohorts under both 
circumstances, probably regeneration and effects on the existing stand, etc.  These 
factors have complex effects on stand dynamics.  If projecting future stand composition 
were as simple as moving numbers from one column to the next, models such as FVS 
would not be necessary.   

The commentator’s comparison of Tables 7 and 8 is further flawed.  Adding the 
numbers in the 12”+ columns in the watershed “…205”, N, 2023 row for the no action 
alternative results in 33.4.  Adding the same figures (plus 0.7 “excess” in the 10-12” 
column) for the action alternatives results in 31.9.  Following the commentator’s 
methodology, comparison of the two figures appears to show that the action alternatives 
would decrease the number of trees would decrease by less than 5% as compared to the 
no action alternative.    

Most of the proposed treatment prescriptions would target retention of a certain basal 
area of trees.  The number of trees per acre that would be removed is not known at this 
point, but the number and basal area of trees that would be left can be estimated; for 
example, leaving 80 ft.2 per acre of basal area of trees that average 14” in diameter 
results in 93 trees per acre.  The commentator’s conclusion that “virtually all large trees 
will be eliminated on the current cutting units” is not justified. 

Also see response to previous comment. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-147 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 7 
 
NECBB-0701 
Possible effects of livestock grazing on sensitive plants are discussed on EA p. 95.  As 
none of the Cement alternatives proposes activities in known sites of threatened, 
endangered, proposed, sensitive, or state-listed plant species, or in habitat with high 
potential of harboring these plants, additional effects on these plants due to livestock 
grazing are unlikely.  The existing livestock grazing program is outside the scope of this 
analysis.   

The Cement project includes no water development proposals. 
 
NECBB-0702 
The Cement EA and associated Cement Hydrology and Soils Report discuss and 
disclose the possible effects to water and soil resources.  These documents include 
discussion related to the Clean Water Act, State of Wyoming Water Quality Laws, and 
Executive Orders 11988 and 11990.  Best Management Practices are not listed as a 
replacement for analysis.  Effects regarding sedimentation are disclosed, and BMPs 
would be used to reduce the potential effects of activities related to proposed activities.  
Potential effects were determined to be insignificant due to the lack of surface water 
within the Cement project area and the four-mile distance from the edge of the project 
area to the surface waters of Sand Creek. 
 
NECBB-0703 
Riparian areas in the Cement project area are discussed on EA pp. 99 and 102. 
 
NECBB-0704 
Meadow creation or grassland restoration is not proposed under any alternative.  
Restoration of any historic grasslands was not identified as a need for this area and is 
not a management emphasis item for the management areas to which the project area is 
assigned. 
 
NECBB-0705 
See response to NECBB-0701. 

Management objectives for the noxious weed management program are out of the scope 
of this analysis.  Noxious weeds are addressed on EA pp. 29 and 96-97.  Creation of 
standards and guidelines is outside the scope of this analysis.  

Bloodroot is addressed on EA p. 93. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-149 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 8 
 
NECBB-0801 
All Rocky Mountain Region (Region 2) sensitive plant species were considered in the 
botany Biological Evaluation.  Those sensitive plant species known to occur, potentially 
occurring, or with suitable habitat in the project area were analyzed in more detail.  
Forest Service Manual 2672.4 requires that Region 2 sensitive plant species be addressed 
in Biological Evaluations:   
 
“WO 2672.4 - Biological Evaluations.  Review all Forest Service planned, funded, executed, or permitted 
programs and activities for possible effects on endangered, threatened, proposed, or sensitive species.  The 
biological evaluation is the means of conducting the review and of documenting the findings.  Document 
the findings of the biological evaluation in the decision notice.  Where decision notices are not prepared, 
document the findings in Forest Service files.  The biological evaluation may be used or modified to satisfy 
consultation requirements for a biological assessment of construction projects requiring an environmental 
impact statement.” 
 
“R2 2672.4 - Biological Evaluations.  As part of the NEPA decision making process, review proposed Forest 
Service programs or activities in sufficient detail to determine how an action or proposed action will affect 
any species which is listed under the Endangered Species Act, proposed for such federal listing, or 
designated in Region 2 as sensitive.” 
 
And the following objective states: 
 
“WO 2672.41 - Objectives of the Biological Evaluation… 
“…3.  To provide a process and standard by which to ensure that threatened, endangered, proposed, and 
sensitive species receive full consideration in the decisionmaking process.” 
 
This direction includes threatened, endangered, proposed, and sensitive species only.  
This direction does not include other species which appear on other lists (e.g. state lists).   

Of the species mentioned in this comment, most are not Region 2 sensitive species, 
several do not occur in Wyoming at all (i.e., Carex tribuloides, Dryopteris carthusiana), 
many do not have habitat in the Cement project area, and most are not known to occur 
in the Cement project area or even the surrounding area.   

The National Forest Management Act requires the Forest Service to maintain diversity of 
all species in the planning area (the National Forest).  To meet this direction, all known 
sites of unique plant species were excluded from treatments proposed under any 
alternative.   
 
NECBB-0802 
Survey data and maps of plant habitat are in the project record.  Effects on sensitive and 
other unusual plants are discussed on EA pp. 91-96.  No mechanical treatments are 
proposed under any alternative in any known high-potential sensitive plant habitat. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-151 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 9 
 
NECBB-0901 
Creation of standards and guidelines is outside the scope of this analysis. 

Sensitive plant monitoring:  See Black Hills National Forest annual monitoring reports. 

Autumn coralroot (Corallorhiza odontorhiza) is addressed on EA p. 95 and on p. 3 of the 
Cement Project Area Botany Biological Evaluation. 

Autumn coralroot is a rare, eastern deciduous forest orchid with a disjunct distribution 
in the Black Hills of South Dakota.  It is known from one confirmed occurrence on the 
Black Hills National Forest (BHNF) in Lawrence County, South Dakota, in 1971, when it 
was found in pine forest habitat southeast of Deadwood.  An exact location was not 
recorded for the collection, and the species has never been located again despite 
repeated attempts.  Specific habitat for the species in the Black Hills is not known 
(including the range of optimal and suitable habitat). 

Intensive survey for autumn coralroot alone has not been implemented on the BHNF, 
but this species is on the Black Hills National Forest list of Rocky Mountain Region 
sensitive species (1994) for which to search and document locations during all general 
botanical surveys.  No individuals or populations of this species have been found since 
1971.  Consequently, it is unknown if a viable population exists on the Forest. 

Because this species has not been documented to exist on the Black Hills National Forest 
for over 30 years, it is not possible to evaluate the potential effects of management 
activities on its habitat(s), individuals, or populations. 

The comprehensive lack of information on autumn coralroot has been acknowledged in 
the process for updating the Rocky Mountain Region’s sensitive species list.  The draft of 
the new list (to be approved by the Regional Forester in September 2003) includes 
autumn coralroot in the category of Insufficient Information.  If the new list is approved 
as written, this species would no longer be designated “sensitive” and would remain in 
this status until adequate information is collected to determine its presence and habitat 
requirements on the Black Hills.  The species would also become a Black Hills National 
Forest species of Insufficient Information.  Surveys and monitoring for occurrence and 
quantifiable population information will continue on the Forest, and individuals will be 
documented and protected if found. 

 
NECBB-0902 
The analysis of effects on northern goshawk presented on EA pp. 61-68 demonstrates 
compliance of proposed activities with Revised Forest Plan direction.  Sufficiency of this 
direction is outside the scope of this analysis. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-153 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 10 
 
NECBB-1001 
Analysis of effects on Lewis’s, three-toed, and black-backed woodpeckers is presented 
on EA pp. 68-70.  Sufficiency of Revised Forest Plan direction is outside the scope of this 
analysis.  Forest-wide and management area direction is clear on the objectives of 
controlling infestations of mountain pine beetles and other pathogens and minimizing 
acres burned by wildfires.  
 
NECBB-1002 
Analysis of effects on northern leopard frog is presented on EA pp. 79-80.  Viability of 
this species across the Forest is outside the scope of this analysis.  
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-155 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 11 
 
NECBB-1101 
The EA addresses land snails on pp. 81-82.  Colonies identified by Frest and Johannes 
would be protected, as required under Revised Forest Plan standard 3103.  Mitigation 
has been clarified (EA p. 33).  
 
NECBB-1102 
See responses to NECBB-0401 (p. D-141), NECBB-0702 (p. D-147), and WWA-0201 (p. D-
257).   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-157 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 12 
 
NECBB-1201 
See EA p. 27.   
 
NECBB-1202 
See responses to NECBB-0301 (p. D-139) and NECBB-0401 (p. D-141). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-159 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 13 
 
NECBB-1301 
See responses to comments A1 (p. D-2) and WWA-0201 (p. D-257). 
 
NECBB-1302 
See responses to comments NECBB-0401 (p. D-141) and NECBB-0501 (p. D-143). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-161 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 14 
 
NECBB-1401 
Both action alternatives described in the Cement EA propose fuel treatments that would 
remove some of the ladder fuels from the stand structure (POL removal).  The average 
crown base heights would be raised, leaving a greater distance from the surface fuels to 
the crown.  The likelihood of a surface fire transitioning to a crown fire would be 
reduced (Pollet and Omi 2000).  Fire use in the form of management-ignited prescribed 
fire applied in specific locations in a specified manner would also remove fuels at the 
lower levels and harden the residual stand.  These treatments, combined with the 
retention of trees greater than 20” in diameter (EA p. 33-34), would be likely to increase 
the average age of individual stands somewhat as compared to pre-treatment 
conditions.  

In addressing the road levels of the Cement project area, it is assumed the commentator 
is referring to road density.  As discussed during the Roads Analysis Process and on EA 
p. 106, the higher road density does tend to increase the potential of human-caused 
wildfire.  No known database exists that expresses a correlation between the miles of 
open road and human-caused fire risk.   

No arson fires are known to have occurred in the Cement project area.   
 
NECBB-1402 
See EA pp. 33-34.   
 
NECBB-1403 
See EA pp. 36-37 and Appendix B (Scoping Comments).  No alternative was suggested 
during scoping that varied in level or type of timber harvest except an alternative with 
no commercial harvest, which is represented by the no action alternative. 
 



 

D-162  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 

Native Ecosystems Council (Sara Johnson) 
 

 

N
EC

SJ
-0

10
1 

N
EC

SJ
-0

10
2 

N
EC

SJ
-0

10
3 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-163 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 1 
 
NECSJ-0101 
See response to comment 2B on p. D-5. 
 
NECSJ-0102 
See response to comment BCA-1403 on p. D-63. 
 
NECSJ-0103 
Sufficiency of Revised Forest Plan goshawk-related direction is outside the scope of this 
analysis. 
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USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 2 
 
NECSJ-0201 
This data is now presented on EA pp. &&__-__. 
 
NECSJ-0202 
Species viability is outside the scope of this analysis.  The Forest Service is unaware of 
any data suggesting a correlation between level of older, denser structural stages within 
the PFA and goshawk productivity.  It is not possible to make inferences on how a lack 
of older, denser structural stages would affect productivity.     
 
As demonstrated on EA pp. &&__-__, the proposed actions would improve the balance 
of vegetation structural stages in project area PFAs as directed by the Revised Forest 
Plan. 
 
NECSJ-0203 
Sufficiency of Revised Forest Plan direction is outside the scope of this analysis.  See also 
Phase 1 Amendment Environmental Assessment and Decision Notice. 
 
NECSJ-0204 
Old growth habitat exists in the Cement project area (EA p. 56) and would not be 
affected under any alternative.  Northern goshawk is associated with a variety of forest 
structures (EA pp. 61-68).   
 
NECSJ-0205 
It is assumed that the commentator means “lack of management to create old growth”.  
While there is no management planned specifically to assist in development of old 
growth, the proposed thinning from below and retention of large-diameter trees would 
provide options for old growth management.  Old growth forest is usually presumed to 
include large-diameter trees, among other attributes, and thinning is one way to ensure 
that stands avoid stagnation and remaining trees continue to increase in size.  In 
addition, many stands within the project area would not be treated under any 
alternative.  Some of these have been treated in the recent past, but others continue to 
develop as potential old growth.  Effects on species associated with large-diameter trees, 
large-diameter snags, and/or dense forest are presented on EA pp. 61-73, 75-78, and 84.      
 
NECSJ-0206 
The EA discusses effects on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species as well as 
species associated with various habitat conditions.  The District is not aware of old 
growth associated species whose viability is in question that are not included in one of 
these groups.  
 
NECSJ-0207 
Forest-wide species viability is outside the scope of this analysis.   
 

continued on p. D-167 
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USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 3 
 
NECSJ-0208 
Analysis of effects on snag habitat presented on EA pp. 56-59 demonstrates that all 
alternatives would comply with Revised Forest Plan direction.  Sufficiency of this 
direction is outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
NECSJ-0301 
In the absence of snag inventories, the Forest Service has assumed that the project area 
currently does not meet Revised Forest Plan standards for snag density and would 
apply mitigation (EA p. 33-34) and Revised Forest Plan direction regarding green tree 
retention (EA p. 56-59). 
 
NECSJ-0302 
See response to comment NECBB-0301, p. D-139. 
 
NECSJ-0303 
Proposed management of roads is based on recommendations in the Cement Project 
Area Roads Analysis Report, which addresses the effects of the road system on wildlife.  
See also EA pp. 59 and 86-89. 
 
NECSJ-0304 
See response to comment 1A, p. D-2. 
 
NECSJ-0305 
The Wyoming Game and Fish Department commented that the project area contains 
high-quality habitat for elk, and requested that the EA disclose project effects on elk 
habitat (Appendix B, p. B-11).  The EA demonstrates that proposed actions would 
improve elk habitat (EA p. 88).   
 
NECSJ-0306 
Forest-wide species viability is outside the scope of this analysis.   
 
NECSJ-0307 
The EA concludes that the proposed actions would improve the balance of vegetation 
structural stages in project area goshawk PFAs (EA pp. 62-66) in compliance with 
Revised Forest Plan direction.   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-169 

 
USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 4 
 
NECSJ-0401 
Designation of part or all of the project area as roadless is outside the scope of this 
analysis.  The area in question does not have a roadless character (traces of old roads 
exist), and the Sand Creek Roadless Area is separated by roads from the areas where any 
activities would take place. 
 
NECSJ-0402 
As demonstrated on EA pp. 61-68, the proposed actions would comply with Revised 
Forest Plan direction.  Sufficiency of Revised Forest Plan goshawk-related direction is 
outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
NECSJ-0403 
The EA does not refer to “forest health” as being represented only by trees.  The EA does 
refer to healthy trees (p. 14, 15, 35) and “healthy stands” (p. 16).   
 
NECSJ-0404 
Display of PFA structural stage data in the EA has been modified (p. 62-66).  Forest-wide 
species viability is outside the scope of this analysis.   
 
NECSJ-0405 
Surveys were conducted for goshawk; incidental sightings of other species were 
recorded in conjunction with goshawk surveys.  Further information comes from past 
goshawk surveys, project area reconnaissance, District wildlife observation databases, 
Rocky Mountain Bird Observatory surveys, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, Frest 
and Johannes (1993, 2000), and Wyoming Natural Heritage Database records.  Analysis 
indicates that the project area provides ample habitat for most species that may occur 
there, and mitigation is included in case of later discovery of sensitive species. 
 
NECSJ-0406 
Analysis indicates that travel management proposed under Alternatives 2 and 3 would 
substantially increase habitat effectiveness as compared to the existing condition.  No 
more roads would be open during logging than are currently. 
 
NECSJ-0407 
The Revised Forest Plan contains no specific direction on or definitions of interior 
habitat.  Analysis indicates that no threatened, endangered, sensitive, or management 
indicator species would be substantially affected by this project. 
 
NECSJ-0408 
See response to comment 1A (p. D-2). 
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USFS Response – Native Ecosystems Council p. 5 
 
NECSJ-0501 
Project area old growth stands are discussed on EA p. 56.  Forest-wide old growth 
management direction is outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
NECSJ-0502 
Alternative 2 proposes conversion of 12.78 miles of unclassified road to classified.  
Alternative 3 proposes conversion of 21.81 miles.  The roads analysis completed for the 
project area (Roads Analysis Report, Cement Analysis Area, v. 1.0) showed that these 
roads provide the only access to the areas they reach and that this access would most 
likely be needed again at some point in the future.  Additional roads were proposed for 
conversion under Alternative 3 in keeping with the focus of that alternative.  
Decommissioning of these roads would have limited future management options or 
resulted in a need to construct expensive new roads at some future point.   
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USFS Response – Nichols/Noice p. 1 
 
NN-0101 
(No response needed) 
 
NN-0102 through NN-0205 
See responses to Form Letter 2. 
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USFS Response – Nichols/Noice p. 2 
 
NN-0206 
These questions are outside the scope of the Cement project area and have been 
forwarded to the appropriate Black Hills National Forest Supervisor’s Office specialists. 
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USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 1 
 
PHAS-0101 
See response to comment 2B (p. D-5). 
 
PHAS-0102 
See response to comment 1A (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0103 
See response to comment 1C (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0104 
See response to comment 1D (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0105 
See response to comments 1E and 1F (p. D-2). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-181 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 2 
 
PHAS-0201 
See response to comment 1F (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0202 
See response to comment 1G (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0203 
See response to comment 1H (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0204 
See response to comment 1I (p. D-2). 
 
PHAS-0205 
No FONSI has been prepared.  See also response to comments 1A and 2B (pp. D-2, 5). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-183 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 3 
 
PHAS-0301 
Forest Plan amendments relating to forest-wide events or conditions are outside the 
scope of the Cement project.   

The property owned by Mr. Green is outside the Cement project area.  Hikers in Spotted 
Tail Gulch can avoid this property by making an approximately 0.17-mile detour.   

Sand Creek Roadless Area boundary as depicted in Revised Forest Plan:  See response to 
comment BCA-0702 (p. D-49).
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USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 4 
 
See previous response page.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-187 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 5 
 
PHAS-0501 
The commentator claims that “the Forest Service did not listen to the environmental 
communities’ scoping comments and thus did not figure out that a dispute over the 
roadless area inventory and the management for primitive or semi-primitive ROS values 
existed and would be significant issues.”  Scoping comments on the Cement proposals 
that referenced roadless area management or ROS are as follows:     
 “Sand Creek Roadless Area – An EIS must fully analyze and assess the potentially 

significant effects to the Sand Creek roadless area, which is to the north of the 
Cement project area.”  (Biodiversity Associates/Sierra Club) 

 “Don’t log in the roadless area; consider developing a foot trail from Cement Ridge 
down to Sand Creek.”  (paraphrased from telephone call, Nancy Hilding/Prairie Hills 
Audubon Society) 

 “We are opposed to any timber treatments within the Sand Creek Roadless Area – 
with that Area defined by boundaries as proposed by the conservationist 
community, not the boundaries proposed by the Forest Service.  The area which 
surrounds the Sand Creek Roadless Area is one of the most wild and pristine in the 
Forest and it currently doesn’t have much mountain pine beetle activity…In an area 
outside but surrounding the current Sand Creek Roadless Area and at least 
including areas which were once part of the original Sand Creek Roadless RARE II 
boundaryies, a buffer should be maintained as a--  buffer pristine and primitive area 
around a future wilderness core.  In this surrounding buffer area roads should be 
reduced and no timber harvest that removes large old yellow barks pines or makes 
significant changes in the wild appearance of the surrounding area should be 
allowed.” (Nancy Hilding/Prairie Hills Audubon Society)  This comment letter was 
received more than two months after the scoping period closed.  

The Forest Service was responsive to relevant comments received in time to be 
considered in project development (see Appendix B).  As stated elsewhere, the boundary 
of the roadless area is a Forest Plan issue and is outside the scope of this analysis.  
 
PHAS-0502 
1. Effects on recreation are discussed on EA p. 107. 
2. Effects on scenery are discussed on EA pp. 109-110. 
3. The project area is composed of Management Areas 4.1 and 5.1.  The ROS in 4.1 is 

“Roaded Natural Non-motorized”.  In 5.1, the ROS is “Roaded Natural”.  The 
District chose not to consider changing ROS in the project area to “Primitive” or 
“Semi-Primitive Non-motorized” because of the area’s character and other 
management goals.   

4. See response to comment 1F.   
PHAS-0503 
It is likely that surface water and sediment from the Cement project area would only 
reach Sand Creek as a result of an exceptional precipitation event (>50 year return 
interval).  If a substantial portion of the Cement project area were to burn in a wildfire 
similar to the Jasper Fire of 2000, a subsequent rainstorm may transport water, ash, and  

continued on p. D-189 



 

D-188  Cement Environmental Assessment 

 
Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 6 

 

PH
A

S-
06

01
 

PH
A

S-
06

02
 

PH
A

S-
06

03
 

PH
A

S-
06

04
 

PH
A

S-
06

05
 

PH
A

S-
06

06
 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-189 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 6 
 
PHAS-0503, continued 
silt to Sand Creek.  Storm water may drain down ruts in roads in the Cement analysis 
area.  However, most roads have cross-drains that divert such water off the road surface 
and into vegetated buffers.  Road reconstruction proposed under this project would 
include repair or replacement of these structures on roads where they are lacking or 
damaged.   

Installation of stock tanks is not proposed under any alternative.  However, ramps are 
usually provided for animal escape when they are built.  The District wildlife biologist 
has been notified of the lack of a ramp at the wildlife water development pointed out by 
the commentator in the field. 
 
PHAS-0601 
Adequacy of Revised Forest Plan direction is outside the scope of this analysis.  Forest 
Plan direction, background, and literature references on goshawk habitat management 
can be found in the Phase 1 Forest Plan Amendment Environmental Assessment.  
Management of goshawks in eastern North America is outside the scope of this analysis. 
 
PHAS-0602 
Suitable aquatic habitat for amphibians (i.e. ponds and slow–moving streams) is limited 
within the Cement project area.  Perennial flow is found only in two small drainages.  
There are also scattered, mostly ephemeral ponds.  Springs also release water within the 
project area, but the water temperature may be too cold to facilitate larval amphibian 
development. 

Survival of amphibian species within the Cement project area undoubtedly is higher 
than in many other areas of the Black Hills due to the absence of predacious trout.  
Baxter and Stone (1980) suggest tiger salamanders are especially abundant where game 
fish are absent, although to what extent amphibians benefit has not been documented.  
Amphibian species documented to exist in the area include tiger salamanders, leopard 
frogs, and boreal chorus frogs.  There also may be some benefit to these species from 
lack of competition with trout species, but competition cannot be inferred simply by 
dietary overlap.   

There are no records of turtles within the Cement project area.  With the possible 
exception of turtles, there is most likely no interaction, competitive or otherwise, 
between reptiles and trout.   
 
PHAS-0603 
Cover type is determined based on the dominant overstory tree species.  Stands typed as 
pine may have an understory of hardwoods.  This understory is taken into account in 
other measurements.  The effect of cover typing on Revised Forest Plan ASQ 
determination is outside the scope of this project. 
PHAS-0604 
Structural stage applies to all cover types.  The stands referenced by the commentator  

continued on p. D-191 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-191 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 7 
 
PHAS-0604, continued  
are not called hardwood on p. 53 and pine on p. 54.  Figure 11 on p. 53 shows the cover 
type (dominant tree species) of each stand.  Figure 12 on p. 54 shows the structural stage 
of each stand.  For example, an aspen stand may be in structural stage 1, 2, 3A, 3B, 3C, 
4A, 4B, 4C, or 5.  A pine stand may also fall into any of these categories. 

Revised Forest Plan maps are on a much smaller scale than project area maps and were 
generated based on information available at the time.  Data used in preparation of the 
Cement project is more current and site-specific than Forest Plan data. 
 
PHAS-0605 
In order to capture small changes in vegetation, stand polygons may be delineated 
down to one acre in size, though ten acres is the recommended minimum size.  For the  
Cement project, meadows and openings were delineated as separate polygons only if 
this one-acre size minimum was reached.  Within the context of identifiable polygons 
with distinctive cover types, species, and crown closure, the 3A and  
4A stands would not by definition have small “de facto” patch cuts within their 
perimeters. 
 
PHAS-0606 
Patch clearcuts are proposed in some 4A or 4B stands.  Removal of pine seedlings may 
not be appropriate if the stand was previously harvested to obtain regeneration (there 
are legal requirements for regenerating a stand within a certain time – see Revised Forest 
Plan standard 2416). 
 
PHAS-0701 
Travel management across the Forest is outside the scope of this project.  Not every road 
in the Cement project area is shown on the National Forest recreation map because the 
map, at 1:126,720 scale (1/2”=1 mile), would become illegibly crowded.  Larger-scale 
maps that show all known roads are available commercially.  Roads are signed when 
resources are available, but the commentator should be aware that signs are frequently 
stolen or vandalized.  The National Forest is a relatively undeveloped area, not a city 
park; users should understand the risks of getting lost and prepare themselves 
accordingly.   
 
PHAS-0702 
See EA pp. 105-107 and the Revised Forest Plan FEIS. 
PHAS-0703 
The Cement project area has much operable ground that lends itself to whole-tree 
yarding methods, which bring nearly all slash created from “logging actions” to 
designated landing sites.  The slash would be dealt with during brush disposal activities 
and addressed in a comprehensive Brush Disposal Plan.  If whole-tree yarding is not 
used, the interim treatment as described in the Revised Forest Plan guideline 4110 
would be followed.  

continued on p. D-193 
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USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 8 
 
PHAS-0704, continued 
A wildfire in a thinned stand is more likely to stay on the ground as a surface fire than 
reach into the treetops and become a stand-replacing crown fire.  If dense stands were to 
become widespread across the project area and a mountain pine beetle epidemic 
occurred, the resulting fuel load from the bug kill would, for a period of up to 5 years, be 
in a more volatile condition than what results from typical logging methods.  This is due 
to the lack of compactness of the fuel that typically results from beetle kill.  The 
increased surface area available for ignition of the downed fuel lends to faster 
consumption and a higher energy release.  
The concept that hardwood stands can ameliorate or reduce insect/fire risk is valid if 
stand aspect, spatial arrangement, and size are favorable.  Over most of the Cement 
project area (with the possible exception of the eastern quarter near Cement Ridge), the 
size of hardwood stands and their juxtaposition with neighboring pine stands do not 
materially affect either beetle risk or fire spread.  The hardwood stands are not large 
enough or extensive enough to prevent beetles from flying beyond them into the next 
pine stand.  Also, in many cases the hardwood component is found in the suppressed or 
intermediate crown positions, i.e. below the flight height of the beetles.   

Hardwood stands in the Cement project area tend to be found in small clumps or in a 
long, narrow stringer configuration.  The progress of an active, stand-replacing crown 
fire would not be significantly affected by hardwood stands configured in this way.  
Less intense surface fires would tend to slow down when they reached the hardwood 
stands, especially on north slopes.      

 
PHAS-0704 
These comments are addressed on previous pages or are out of the scope of this analysis.   
 
PHAS-0801 
A Scenery Analysis was conducted for the Cement area by the Forest Landscape 
Architect following the procedures established in Landscape Aesthetics, A Handbook for 
Scenery Management, Agriculture Handbook 701.  Trips to the field were conducted to 
assess the existing scenic condition of the landscape.  The analysis compared the existing 
conditions with the LRMP standards, guidelines, and mapping that derived the Scenic 
Integrity Objectives.  This process provides an opportunity to verify and correct the 
inventory and Scenic Integrity Objectives in the LRMP.   

With regard to Concern Levels, the forest plan direction is re-enforced in Agriculture 
Handbook 701as follows: 

“Landscapes are viewed to varying degrees from different locations and 
subsequently differ in their importance.  To assist scenic inventory and analysis, 
this importance can be ranked by concern levels.  Concerns levels are a measure 
of the degree of public importance placed on landscapes viewed from travelways 
and use areas…..  Base Concern levels on past experience and existing planning  

continued on p. D-195 
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USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 9 
 
PHAS-0801, continued 

data.  Supplement this data as new constituent information becomes available.”  
Landscape Aesthetics, chapter 4, page 8. 

During the scoping and comment phase, only one comment was received on this issue, 
and there was no widespread response by the public that their perception and concern 
was different than that identified in the Black Hills LRMP document.  As a result, the 
concern levels used in the scenery analysis for this project area were those derived 
during the LRMP planning process.   

With regard to Scenic Attractiveness, the Landscape Architect’s report addressed 
pointed out:  
“Scenic attractiveness is obtained by classifying the landscape into different degrees of variety.  
This determines those landscapes which are most important and those which are of lesser value 
from the standpoint of scenic quality.  The classification is based on the premise that all 
landscapes have some value, but those with the most variety or diversity have the greatest 
potential for high scenic value.  The combination of valued landscape elements such as landform, 
water characteristics, vegetation, and cultural features are used in determining the measure of 
scenic attractiveness….. Class A refers to those areas where landform, vegetative patterns, water 
characteristics and cultural features combine to provide unusual, unique or outstanding scenic 
quality.  These landscapes have strong positive attributes of variety, unity, order, harmony, 
uniqueness, pattern and balance.  Class B refers to those landscapes where landform, vegetation 
patterns, water characteristics and cultural land use combine to provide ordinary or common 
scenic quality.   Class C refers to those landscapes where landform, vegetation patterns, water 
characteristics and cultural land use have low scenic quality.  Often water and rockform of any 
consequence are missing in class C landscapes. ” 
 
The specialist’s findings verified the Scenic Attractiveness that the majority of the 
planning area is in:  “Class B – Typical” classification, followed by “Class C – 
Indistinctive”, and the least in the “Class A – Distinctive”.  The finding that the majority 
of the area was judged to be in a “Class B – Typical” classification does not diminish the 
positive natural beauty that is present in an area, but means that the attributes that make 
up the majority of the attractiveness of this area can commonly be found throughout the 
northwestern portion of the forest.  No additional areas of unusual, unique, or 
outstanding landforms, vegetative patterns, or water characteristics were identified.   

The scenery analysis process is accomplished concurrently with other resource analyses 
during the project.  Goals, objectives, standards, and guidelines are established for each 
resource and management area.  Depending on the location and the resource, the 
management may be similar.  An example of to resources in conflict is:  clear away pole- 
and sapling-sized trees so the large-diameter trees are visible along roads in improve the 
viewing opportunity vs. the need to maintain poles and saplings to provide hiding cover 
along roads for deer.   

The District Ranger and other members of the ID team have spent considerable time in 
the project area and have not identified any potential for significant effects on scenery to 
occur or a need for mitigation or design criteria beyond that which is proposed in the 
EA.   
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Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 10 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-197 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 10 
 
PHAS-1001 
Proposed whole-tree yarding would result in slash piles located in openings that are 
used for log landings.  This yarding method is proposed in some areas along Pole Cabin 
Road (NFSR 802); therefore, slash piles may be located along the road.  Restrictions in 
standard timber sale contracts prevent placement of log landings in drainages or 
riparian areas listed as protected on the timber sale area map.  The length of time a slash 
pile exists varies depending on location of pile, amount of wood in a pile, and the 
burning parameters.  For example, if the pile has sufficient amount of wood and is easily 
accessible by the public, it could remain as a firewood source until all the firewood has 
been extracted.  On the other hand, if the pile were located in an area that cannot be 
accessed by the public, it would be left in place only until it dries out and would then be 
burned when weather conditions allow.  Depending on the size of the pile and location 
(e.g., north aspects tend to have wetter conditions), it could take three to four years to 
sufficiently dry for burning.  If piles are burned before they are sufficiently dry, the fire 
tends not to consume the larger pieces and the resulting half-burned pile has to be 
moved, buried, scattered, or chipped at additional cost. 

Slash piles do not necessarily cause negative impacts in a project area.  Birds, small 
mammals, snakes, etc. use these piles as cover and food storage areas.  Slash piles also 
provide a benefit to firewood gatherers, as cutting of standing snags is prohibited across 
the Forest. 

An alternative to slash piles is leaving the slash scattered throughout the woods (i.e., no 
whole-tree harvest).  This practice requires the slash to be lopped and scattered so that it 
extends no more than 24” above the ground surface.  This method can, however, leave a 
large amount of dead wood that could contribute to higher fire intensity with increased 
tree mortality.       

See also response to comment NECBB-0501 (p. D-143). 
 
PHAS-1002 
Campground development is outside the scope of this project.   

See response to comment PHAS-0501 (p. D-189).  The District Ranger and other 
members of the ID team have spent considerable time in the project area and have not 
identified any compelling reasons to change Forest Plan-assigned ROS.  
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Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 11 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-199 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 11 
 
PHAS-1101 
Topographic maps are not included in the EA because of the cost of mass-duplicating 
large-scale maps.  Very few members of the public have asked for large-scale 
topographic maps in Bearlodge Ranger District EAs, but these maps are always 
available on request for those who wish to see them.  Road numbering and identification 
of topographical landmarks on the maps included in the EA provide reasonable 
orientation. 

The hatch pattern of the structural stage 5 stands has been modified in the final EA. 

The commentator does not specify the additional information she wants to see on road 
maps. 

Existing structural stage of the referenced stand is in error on the EA map.  It should be 
4A rather than 1.  
 
PHAS-1102 
Unclassified roads to be converted are identified on EA p. 17.  See response to comment 
BHFRA-0203 (p. D-121) regarding road reconstruction.  Specific road inventory notes are 
in the project file and available on request. 
 
PHAS-1103 
See response to comment 1F (p. D-2) regarding trails.  Management of the Sand Creek 
Roadless Area and Revised Forest Plan goshawk management direction are outside the 
scope of this project.  Goshawk management in the project area is discussed on EA pp. 
61-68.  See also responses to Prairie Hills Audubon Society on previous pages. 
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Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 12 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-201 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 12 
 
See previous response page.
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Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 13 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-203 

 
USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 13 
 
PHAS-1301 
There is no American dipper habitat in the Cement project area.  The Sand Creek 
Country Club is well outside the boundary of this project area.  The Forest Service has 
no information on dippers occurring in Sand Creek, which is probably not capable of 
supporting a breeding population.   
 
PHAS-1302 
The economic analysis conducted for this project does not take into account every action 
that could take place over the life of each stand.  See the Revised Forest Plan FEIS for 
long-term cumulative effects analysis.  
 
PHAS-1303 
NEPA implementing regulations at 36 CFR 215.6 do not allow extension of draft EA 
comment periods.  A draft EA can be reissued for a second comment period, but the 
District has identified no compelling reasons to do this.  The draft EA comment period 
extended from April 9 to May 9, 2003; the field trip took place May 6, which was the 
date requested by Biodiversity Conservation Alliance.  Ample time was available for 
field review earlier in the comment period and during project development.  
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Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 14 
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USFS Response – Prairie Hills Audubon Society p. 15 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-207 

 
USFS Response – Sierra Club p. 1 
 
SC-0102 
See response to comments A1 (p. D-2) and B2 (p. D-5). 
 
SC-0103 
Most of these suggestions were not made during project development (scoping phase).  
The Pole Cabin road is addressed in the response to comment BCA-2901 (p. D-93).  
Small-diameter material is addressed on p. B-12. 
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SC
-0

10
3 

SC
-0

20
1 

SC
-0

20
2 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-209 

 
USFS Response – Sierra Club p. 2 
 
SC-0201 
Trail system:  See response to comment PHAS-1103 (p. D-199). 
 
SC-0202 
Livestock grazing is outside the scope of this analysis; these comments have been 
forwarded to District range staff. 
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Donald Pay 
 
Donald Pay 
26 Mesa Court #4 
Madison, Wisconsin 53719 
 
As a resident of South Dakota from 1980-2001, I hiked in and adjacent to the Cement 
Project area on numerous occasions.  When I vacation in the Black Hills, I fully expect to 
include hiking trips to this area.  I participated in the development of the proposal for a 
wilderness area in the Sand Creek area, which touches and slightly overlaps the Cement 
Project.   
I find the EA to be a very incomplete and inadequate assessment of the potential impacts 
of the proposed action.  The EA contains no predictive analyses regarding the impacts of 
the proposed action and alternatives.  The EA simply lists potential impacts and 
dismisses them, without the required scientific analysis that allows a valid comparison.  
A complete assessment of impacts would show the proposed action to be significant, 
and that and Environmental Impact Statement is warranted. 
I have several concerns with the proposed timber treatments as described in your EA. 
1) The proposed timber treatment would negatively affect the Sand Creek Roadless 
Area, due to a mistaken boundary. 
The boundaries of the Sand Creek Roadless Area that should be used are those 
identified in submissions by the conservation groups proposing the Sand Creek area for 
wilderness status.  The boundaries you use in proposing this action have been 
inappropriately identified in the Forest Plan revision.  Given recent legal disputes, 
resulting in a successful appeal of relevant parts of the Forest Plan revision, I request 
that you delay any decision on treatments proposed for lands within the disputed area 
until Phase II of the Amendment process is complete. 
2) The proposed timber treatment would increase risk of catastrophic fire. 
I disagree with your assessment, made without any scientifically valid evidence, that 
timber treatments proposed for the Cement Project will decrease risk of fire.  Parts of the 
Cement Project and adjacent areas demonstrate extreme productivity of the understory 
upon cutting of dominant Ponderosa pine.  The proposed timber treatment will cut out 
most of the dominant (fire resistant) trees, while releasing the fire-prone, volatile 
understory.  This would vastly increase over time, not decrease, both the “ladder effect” 
and the amount of fuel available to burn.  At minimum you must complete a risk 
assessment, incorporating realistic growth models and models of fire susceptibility and 
behavior, to show relative risks of proposed alternatives. 
3) The proposed timber treatment would increase erosion of soils and sedimentation in 
areas streams. 
The EA simply dismisses effects of timber treatments on erosion and sedimentation.  A 
proper assessment would document, through results of verified modeling, what the 
expected erosion and sedimentation rates might be so that a valid comparison of 
alternatives can be made. 
4) The proposed timber treatment would increase risk of noxious weed and insect 
infestation. 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-211 

 
USFS Response – Donald Pay 
 
1) See response to comment 1A (p. D-2). 
2) Analysis of effects on fire and fuels due to the proposed activities is based on 

published research and commonly used models.  See also Revised Forest Plan FEIS 
pp. III-203 through III-222. 

3) See EA pp. 98-103. 
4) These subjects are discussed at length in the Revised Forest Plan FEIS and Black Hills 

National Forest Noxious Weed Management Plan Environmental Assessment (2003). 
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Donald Pay p. 2 
 
 
The EA lacks a thorough consideration of timber treatment impacts on noxious weed 
and insect infestation.  The analysis should incorporate a modeling approach to allow a 
quantitative description of how treatments could result in increased or decreased 
infestations. 
5) The alternatives should be expanded to include a “primitive buffer” around the 
southern boundary of the 1991 Roadless Area. 
The area surrounding the Sand Creek Roadless Area must receive appropriate 
management to protect the values of the roadless area.  A buffer area would be managed 
to retain mature yellowbark Ponderosa pine overstory and a late successional landscape.  
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USFS Response – Donald Pay 
 
5)  See response to comment 1C (p. D-2). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-215 

 
USFS Response – Michael Bond p. 1 
 
Bond-0101 
Roadless Area:  See response to comment 1A on p. D-2. 

Rare or endangered species:  None of the alternatives is expected to affect threatened or 
endangered species or populations of sensitive species (EA pp. 60-82). 

Effects of proposed activities on soil and water are discussed on pp. 98-103 of this 
analysis.  None of the alternatives would cause “substantially accelerated” soil erosion.   
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B
on

d-
02

01
 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-217 

 
USFS Response – Michael Bond p. 2 
 
Bond-0201 
This project does not propose tree planting.  Regeneration of ponderosa pine occurs 
naturally in the Black Hills and planting is rarely required (Black Hills National Forest 
1996 Revised Land and Resource Management Plan, Final Environmental Impact 
Statement, p. III-135).  Timber harvest is generally required to take place in such a way 
that regeneration will take place within five years of the final harvest (Revised Land and 
Resource Management Plan, Standard 2416).  There are no large areas of National Forest 
land in or near the project area that have failed to regenerate following timber harvest. 

EIS:  See response to comment 2B, p. D-5.  

Roadless Area:  See response to comment 1A on p. D-2. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-219 

 
USFS Response – Defenders of the Black Hills p. 1 
 
DBH-0101 
See response to NECBB-0101 (p. D-137). 
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Defenders of the Black Hills p. 2 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-221 

 
USFS Response – Defenders of the Black Hills p. 2 
 
See previous response. 
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USFS Response – Susan Eagle p. 1 
 
Eagle-0101 
See response to NECBB-0101 (p. D-137). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-225 

 
USFS Response – Susan Eagle p. 2 
 
See previous response. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-227 

 
USFS Response – Joy Owen p. 1 
 
Owen-0101 
Effects of proposed activities on soil and water are discussed on pp. 98-103 of the EA.  
Clearcutting is proposed only in several small areas (less than 7 acres each) to increase 
wildlife forage and diversity of forest structure.  These patch clearcuts would not be 
located in drainages. 
 
Owen-0102 
The action alternatives propose construction of 3.8 miles of new road.  Reconstruction, 
mainly to improve drainage, is proposed on roads that already exist.  Proposed closure 
of approximately 50 miles of road would reduce the environmental impacts of roads in 
the project area.     
 
Owen-0103 
See response to comment 1A on p. D-2. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-229 

 
USFS Response – Joy Owen p. 2 
 
Owen-0201 
See responses to Form Letter 2 (p. D-5).   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-231 

 
USFS Response – Kristin Ryan p. 1 
 
K_Ryan-0101 
See response to comment NECBB-0101 (p. D-137).   
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Kristin Ryan p. 2 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-233 

 
USFS Response – Kristin Ryan p. 2 
 
See previous response page.
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-235 

 
USFS Response – Curtis Ryan p. 1 
 
C_Ryan-0101 
See response to comment NECBB-0101 (p. 137).   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-237 

 
USFS Response – Curtis Ryan p. 2 
 
See previous response page. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-239 

 
USFS Response – David Seals p. 1 
 
Seals-0101 
Sand Creek Roadless Area is not in the Cement project area.  The Welcome/Sand project 
is outside the scope of the Cement project.   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-241 

 
USFS Response – David Seals p. 2 
 
Seals-0201 
The issues of Sand Creek, cattle grazing, and treaty rights are outside the scope of this 
analysis.  See also response to comment NECBB-0101 (p. D-137).     
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-243 

 
USFS Response – David Seals p. 3 
 
Seals-0301 
These issues are outside the scope of this analysis.     
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David Seals p. 4 
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USFS Response – David Seals p. 4 
 
These issues are outside the scope of this analysis.     
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John R. Swanson  
 

 



 

Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-247 

 
USFS Response – John R. Swanson p. 1 
 
Effects of proposed activities on these resources are disclosed in the EA. 
 
See also response to comment 1A, p. D-2.     
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-249 

 
USFS Response – Wes Thompson p. 1 
 
Thompson-0101 
(No response needed) 
 
Thompson-0102 
See response to BHFRA-0103 (p. D-121). 
 
Thompson-0103 
(No response needed) 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-251 

 
USFS Response – Wes Thompson p. 2 
 
Thompson-0201 
Fire suppression comments will be forwarded to the fire staff officer. 
 
Thompson-0202 
(No response needed) 
 
Thompson-0203 
Scenic diversity was not raised as an issue during the developmental stages of this 
project.  Forest Plan direction would be met; see also mitigation (EA p. 32). 

Serviceberry is known to decline with fire exclusion (Arno and Ottmar 1994).  This and 
other early succession species such as raspberry would benefit from proposed burns and 
activities that would open the forest canopy and regenerate understory plants.  Under 
either alternative, roads that are proposed to remain open would provide fairly 
comprehensive access to most of the project area.   
 
Thompson-0204 
Presumably Mr. Thompson is referring to the following statement on page 47:  “Forest 
vegetation has been altered by humans through timber harvest, fire suppression, 
introduction of exotic species, human-caused wildfires, and grazing by domestic 
livestock.”  The contribution of livestock grazing to development of the current structure 
and composition of vegetation in the Black Hills is discussed by Parrish et al. (1996) and 
in the Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Black Hills National Forest 1996 
Revised Land and Resource Management Plan. 
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USFS Response – The Wilderness Society p. 1 
 
TWS-0101 
Each project considers the effects of the other as part of cumulative effects analysis.  See 
also response to comment 1A on p. D-2. 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-255 

 
USFS Response – Wyoming Wilderness Association p. 1 
 
WWA-0101 
See response to comment 1A on p. D-2. 
 
WWA-0102 
See response to comment 1C on p. D-2. 
 
WWA-0103 
Sand Creek is not in the project area.   
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-257 

 
USFS Response – Wyoming Wilderness Association p. 2 
 
WWA-0201 
Sand Creek and Spotted Tail Creek are not in the Cement project area.  These drainages 
are not in the same 7th-code watershed as the project area.  The project area drains into 
Sand Creek via Cold Springs Creek (though no perennial or intermittent streams leave 
the project area).  Potential effects are discussed on pp. 98-103 of the EA. 
 
WWA-0202 
Road decommissioning methods vary according to the situation.  Recontouring may be 
necessary in some cases but is inappropriate and unnecessary in other spots, such as in 
drainages where disturbance of soil would increase the potential for sedimentation.  
Other methods can also be effective.     
 
WWA-0203 
See response to comment PHAS-1103 (p. D-199). 
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Appendix D – Comments on Draft EA  D-259 

 
USFS Response – Wyoming Wilderness Association p. 3 
 
WWA-0301 
See response to PHAS-1103 (p. D-199).  
 
WWA-0302 
The Sand Creek Roadless Area and Welcome/Sand project area are outside the scope of 
the Cement project.  
 
WWA-0303 
See response to comment 2B (p. D-5).  
 
 
 
 

 


